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ABSTRACT
In an effort to learn more about coastal landowners' 
perceptions related to wetland regulatory policy, a 
descriptive study was conducted using a mailed survey 
design.
Coastal wetland landowners' perceptions in three 
Louisiana coastal parishes {Cameron, Terrebonne, and St. 
Bernard) were assessed and comparisons were made by parish 
and by landsize group (small and large). The overall 
response rate for the study was approximately 60% (n=209).
Study conclusions included the following:
1) The federal Section 404 wetland permitting 
program and the state Coastal Use Permitting 
program are perceived as less than adequate.
2) State assumption of federal wetland permitting is 
generally supported.
3) SCS (NRCS) is perceived to be the federal agency 
most receptive toward private landowners' goals 
and objectives, and the agency that should be 
responsible for making wetland determinations and 
wetland permitting.
4) Tax-breaks and direct coastal restoration funding 
are favored over outright government purchase of 
wetlands.
5) Little or no income is earned from the surface of 
coastal wetlands.
xi ii
6) Coastal landowners plan to maintain ownership of 
their wetland in the future.
7) The overall quality of coastal wetlands are 
perceived to be somewhat poor.
8) Current wetland regulatory policy in the U.S. is 
perceived to be approaching a "takings” under the 
5th Amendment of the Constitution.
9) The two most important issues facing coastal 
landowners are (1) private property rights and 
{2) coastal erosion.
Based on the findings outlined above, the following 
recommendations were made by the researcher:
1. Federal and state wetland regulatory agencies 
should address the less than adequate perceptions 
held by coastal landowners.
2. The federal Section 404 wetland permitting 
program should be assumed by the state of 
Louisiana.
3. NRCS should be designated as the primary federal 
agency responsible for making wetland 
determinations.
4. Landowner government assistance programs should 
focus on providing (1) tax breaks and (2) direct 
wetland restoration funding.
xiv
5. An increased educational focus should be directed 
toward the implementation of non-consumptive 
tourism-related enterprises.
6. Coastal parishes should consider revenue raising 
options that are not directly linked to surface 
wetland uses.
7. Wetland policy should address property rights 
concerns and coastal erosion.
xv
CHAPTER 1 
RATIONALE FOR STUDY
over 75 percent of all the coastal wetlands in 
Louisiana are privately owned (McBride 1992). The 
inclusion of section 404 of the 1972 Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act amendments has placed the federal 
government in the center of public concern for wetland 
protection. Section 4 04 is administered by the Army Corps 
of Engineers (COE), with the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) providing considerable oversight (Holden 
1990). This section provides for issuance of permits for 
the discharge of dredged or fill material into navigable 
waters of the United States (Heimlich 1991). The term 
"navigable waters" has been determined to include wetlands 
by the federal government (Wascom 1992). Additionally, the 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 attempted to address 
the problems related to wetland degradation associated with 
short-term oriented coastal development. Under this act, 
state governments are responsible for initiating coastal 
management. States establish boundaries for the coastal 
zone and issue Coastal Use Permits (CUP) that restrict 
permissible land and water uses that have direct and 
significant impact on coastal waters. The coastal Zone 
Management program in Louisiana is administered by the 
Department of Natural Resources, Coastal Management 
Division (Wascom 1992).
1
2These two coastal wetland regulatory programs above 
significantly limited land management options available to 
private landowners in Louisiana. Problems associated with 
these regulatory programs include:
1) To date, an acceptable definition of "wetlands" has 
not been agreed upon by wetland scientists and regulatory 
agencies responsible for identifying and delineating 
wetlands in the United States (Kraus 1993). In June 1995, 
the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) completed a review 
of the scientific validity of the wetland definition used 
by the COE and EPA to delineate wetlands. This definition 
is outlined in the 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual (U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers 1987). The Academy's report did 
not clear up the ongoing wetlands definition controversy 
(Patrick 1995). Obviously, inconsistencies result when two 
or more government agencies or programs issue conflicting 
wetland determinations. This is particularly frustrating 
to a landowner who is unable to determine if a piece of 
land is subject to a regulatory program. The delay in 
obtaining a final determination can delay the 
implementation of positive land use activities that often 
increase the beneficial wetland functions and values that 
these regulations are aimed at preserving.
2) In cases where landowners obtain a wetland 
determination, the restrictions placed on the lands 
classified as wetlands are often so limiting that most
3"economically viable uses" of the property are eliminated 
(Emanuel 1987). The preservation of private property 
rights was included in the Fifth Amendment of the 
Constitution "takings" clause which states, "nor shall 
private property be taken for public use without just 
compensation" (Walker 1990; Scott 1977; Ackerman 1977; 
Epstein 1985). In this context, "takings" or "regulatory 
takings" refers to the reduction of private property values 
or uses as a result of government regulations or 
restrictions. Many federal court cases are now being 
reviewed regarding regulatory "takings" and coastal 
landowners have become increasingly more vocal regarding 
this issue (Roddewig and Duerksen 1989; Kaplan and Cohn 
1992; Sowell 1992; Rauber 1992). Many citizens in the 
United States believe that property rights "adhere" to 
natural rights and the primary goal of government should be 
to promote personal liberty and private property 
(Blackstone 1965). A growing consensus among natural 
resource economists, however, has expressed belief that 
natural resources should be viewed as "multiple use or 
multiple user assets, owned in common, which must be 
managed through some collective choice mechanism if they 
are developed, used and conserved efficiently" (Dolan 
1974). This view is supported by many environmental 
organizations and has provided the impetus for the current
4wetland regulatory policy in the United States (Kinsley 
1992) .
3) Since the mid-1980s, landowners in coastal 
Louisiana have experienced a drastic reduction in oil and 
gas related revenues. Revenues associated with renewable 
natural resources such as furbearers, alligators, and 
waterfowl hunting have also dropped. Local parish property 
taxes, however, have generally increased and the revenues 
to cover these tax liabilities have been significantly 
reduced. Reasonable wetland regulatory policy is seen by 
many landowners as the key to future economic health.
4) The short and long-term needs and plans of small 
and large coastal wetland landowners may or may not be the 
same. Many large corporate landowners have the resources 
to hire consultants to help obtain wetland permits and 
develop management projects. Smaller landowners are often 
unable to afford consultants and may not obtain the same 
success in the permitting process.
In an effort to address these problems, a descriptive 
research study was conducted in early 1995 that 
investigated small and large private landowners' 
perceptions related to wetland regulatory policy in coastal 
Louisiana. The study attempted to determine the influence 
amount of land owned and parish of residence had on 
perceptions of wetland regulatory policy in coastal 
Louisiana.
5Objectives
The overall objective of this study was to determine 
the perceptions of coastal wetland landowners in Louisiana 
pertaining to current and future wetland regulatory policy.
Specific objectives include:
1) Determine coastal landowners' perceptions related 
to wetland regulatory policy, economic outlook of 
wetland ownership, and key wetland landowner 
issues/concerns.
2) Determine if quality or condition of wetlands 
influences landowners' perceptions.
3) Compare the perceptions of small coastal 
landowners and large coastal landowners regarding 
wetland regulatory policy.
4) Compare the perceptions of landowners from 
Cameron Parish (southwest Louisiana parish), 
Terrebonne Parish (south-central Louisiana 
parish), and St. Bernard Parish (southeast 
Louisiana parish), Louisiana regarding wetland 
regulatory policy.
Description of Study Parishes
St. Bernard parish lies in the lower part of the Lake 
Pontchartrain Basin east of the Mississippi River. Parish 
wetlands are primarily dominated by saline and brackish 
marshes. This saline/brackish marsh domination is very 
characteristic of southeast Louisiana coastal parishes.
6St. Bernard borders Orleans Parish and is heavily 
influenced by metropolitan New Orleans. Since 1932, over 
66,000 acres (22%) of marsh have converted to open water. 
The primary causes of wetland loss are the interrelated 
effects of subsidence, sea level rise, erosion, saltwater 
intrusion, and human activities (Louisiana Coastal Wetlands 
Conservation and Restoration Task Force 1993).
Terrebonne parish lies along the central Louisiana 
Gulf coast between the Mississippi and Atchafalaya Rivers. 
Parish wetlands are dominated by a fairly equal 
distribution of cypress swamps, fresh/intermediate marshes, 
and brackish/saline marshes, respectively. A significant 
amount of floating marsh (flotant) can also be found in the 
parish. This balanced distribution of cypress swamps, 
fresh/intermediate marshes, flotant marshes, and 
brackish/saline marshes is very characteristic of the 
parishes in the south-central coastal region of Louisiana. 
The parish is much less metro-influenced than St. Bernard, 
with the medium-sized city of Houma located in the northern 
part of the parish. Since 1932, over 200,000 acres of 
marshlands (25%) have been lost in the Terrebonne Basin.
The primary causes of wetland loss in this parish include 
subsidence, saltwater intrusion, sea level rise, barrier 
island erosion, and/or hydrologic stresses (Coastal 
Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force 199 3) .
7Cameron Parish is located in the extreme western 
corner of coastal Louisiana west of the Atchalalaya River 
and east of the Texas state line (Sabine River). Parish 
wetlands are dominated by a significant number of 
fresh/intermediate marsh management impoundments and a 
lower number of tidal brackish marsh areas. Additionally, 
numerous abandoned beach ridges (cheniers) run in an east- 
west direction in the southern portion of the parish. This 
combination of primarily freshwater/intermediate marsh 
management impoundments, cheniers, and reduced tida1 
brackish/saline marsh areas is very characteristic of other 
parishes in the southwest Louisiana coastal region.
Cameron parish is primarily rural with no incorporated 
towns or cities. Since 1932, over 126,000 acres (10%) of 
marshlands have been lost in Cameron Parish. The primary 
causes of wetland loss include subsidence, excessive 
flooding over the marsh, saltwater intrusion, and sea level 
rise (Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task 
Force 1993).
Significance of Study
Federal wetland regulatory policy is currently being 
re-evaluated and debated in Congress. Issues being 
considered include 1) re-authorization of the Clean Water 
Act (Section 404 of the Act regulates activities in 
wetlands); 2) clarification of a more specific definition 
of a wetland; 3) identification of what agency(ies) will
8make wetland determinations and delineations; and 4) the 
identification of which wetland uses will be allowed and 
which will be restricted. Additionally, the Louisiana 
Coastal Zone Management Program is expected to begin 
implementation of a new coastal non-point source pollution 
reduction program in January 1996 (Pittman 1995) . The 
information obtained in this study will provide data that 
will be extremely beneficial to policy-makers when 
evaluating all facets of current and future wetland 
regulatory policy in the United States, and more 
specifically, the state of Louisiana. Additionally, issues 
and concerns expressed by landowners will provide guidance 
that will allow federal wetland regulatory agencies to 
identify problem areas and improve policy decisions.
It is increasingly clear that wetland conservation and 
protection will not be accomplished through regulation 
alone. Through this study, non-regulatory wetland 
conservation policy alternatives may be identified that 
would be better supported by wetland landowners.
Specific concerns and needs of small versus large 
landowners will allow for adjustments in wetland regulatory 
policies to better serve each. Differences in wetland 
regulatory perceptions in each geographic area of the state 
will also allow for additional regional wetland policy 
adjustments.
9The importance of public versus private benefits of 
wetlands will continue to be debated by various user groups 
throughout the United States. Information pertaining to 
the "takings" issue may better identify possible compromise 
positions that may allow economically viable options for 
wetland owners. The identification of private landowner 
"costs" associated with maintaining public wetland benefits 
through regulatory policy may enable policymakers to 
ascertain more viable wetland protection programs and 
policies.
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW or RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
Many American immigrants came to the U.S. seeking land 
under as secure and free tenure as possible. Unhindered 
rights to landownership have been the cornerstone of 
American philosophy throughout U.S. history (Boxley 1977). 
With over 75 percent of coastal Louisiana privately owned, 
landowners have an enormous vested interest in coastal 
resource management (McBride 1992). Private property 
rights continue to be one of the central issues affecting 
the future goals and objectives of coastal landowners in 
Louisiana (McBride 1992).
Prior to the "Environmental Era," which began in early 
1970, regulation of private property occurred through 
zoning laws and ordinances at the local level under the 
concepts of nuisance law. Nuisance laws affirmed that 
landowners must administer their estate in a way which does 
not adversely effect either their neighbor or the general 
public. Early natural resources law also dealt with 
maintenance and orderly exploitation of basic natural 
resources found on or beneath private land such as water, 
fossil fuels, and timber. Since the early 1970s, natural 
resources law has undergone a significant transformation 
with increased societal demands for environmental
10
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protection that call for halting the economic development 
of "protected” resources (McBride 1992).
As development proceeds, a decline in natural resource 
stocks (such as coastal access, historic structures, and 
wilderness) is perceived by society (Sax 1983) . Sax (1983) 
also sees society's values changing, so that the benefits 
from development activity (both exclusive and non-exclusive 
consumptive benefits) are perceived as being less than they 
formerly were. Simultaneously, the perceived benefits 
coming from non-development, non-exclusive consumption are 
increasing. The value to society derived from the 
development of property for economic use is becoming out­
weighed by the importance of preserving the environmental 
status of the property. Development rights are 
increasingly giving way to protection of community-wide 
amenities (Sax 1983).
Another area of law concerning natural resource 
utilization is the Public Trust Doctrine. This body of law 
simply states that government holds important natural 
resources in trust for the public (McBride 1992) .
Originally applied to the protection of public interest in 
title to navigable waterways for freedom in commerce and 
transportation (McCurdy 1989), the Public Trust Doctrine 
has been expanded to non-title waterways, swimming, 
bathing, hunting, boating, scientific study, and 
recreational uses of navigable waterways (McBride 1992) .
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Protection ie also applied to the food and habitat that 
navigable waters provide for fish and wildlife (Wilkins and 
Wescom 1992). Although not codified in Louisiana Law, the 
Public Trust Doctrine provides the legal foundation for 
courts to prohibit actions that may violate the public 
trust (McBride 1992). A clear definition of navigable 
waters in Louisiana has not been determined and many 
landowners see this uncertainty as a threat to future 
resource utilization (Louisiana Landowners Association 
1992).
Many landowners recognize that wetlands values in most 
areas of the United States are primarily ecological in 
nature. In Louisiana, however, landowners see wetlands as 
also providing enormous oil and gas and fisheries 
resources. Several of the nation's largest ports are also 
located in reclaimed Louisiana wetlands (McBride 1992).
The location of these ports in the vicinity of coastal 
wetlands is seen as important for viable commercial trade 
and coastal economic development (McBride 1992).
Louisiana landowners are frustrated by the current 
dual wetland permitting system for conducting activities in 
wetlands. They see major delays in obtaining wetland 
conservation project permits as only causing additional 
wetland deterioration (McBride 1992). Many see the 
investment of time, money, and energy spent to develop and 
implement an effective wetlands management strategy on
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private land as becoming increasingly difficult to justify. 
Landowners believe that government stewardship of private 
wetland resources is not effective because they do not 
"own” the land. They see wetlands as the primary loser in 
this scenario (McBride 1992).
Speaking on behalf of wetland landowners, McBride 
(1992), representing the largest wetland landowner in 
coastal Louisiana (The Louisiana Land and Exploration 
Company), made the following recommendations to help 
address the problem of increased private landowner 
restrictions in wetland areas:
1) Eliminate the dual state and federal permitting 
requirement;
2) streamline the permitting process;
3) provide tax incentives to landowners to encourage 
initiation of wetland conservation projects and 
maintain projects already in place;
4) research projects undertaken to study wetland 
preservation methods should be similarly 
supported;
5) recognize the distinction between Louisiana's 
coastal resources when compared with other 
wetland areas in the United States (policy must 
yield to and consider individual circumstances in 
particular regions);
6) develop laws and regulations which recognize 
multi-use management of wetland resources to 
achieve the best symbiotic relationship between 
man and the natural system functions that are 
found in wetland areas;
7) provide adequate compensation for regulatory 
takings; and
8) develop state run mitigation banks (restored 
areas that are established to offset impacts 
caused by permitted activities) for use by 
developers in areas economic incentives dictate 
the necessary loss of wetlands.
McBride concludes by saying that coastal landowners 
are the most knowledgeable and experienced stewards of 
their property. He believes they should not be left out of 
the processes that affect their land, "nor should their 
expertise and experience in coastal Louisiana be laid to 
rest" (McBride 1992)
Definition of a Vetland
The exact definition of a wetland is critical in 
determining what activities may or may not be conducted on 
private lands. If a tract of land is determined to be a 
wetland, then the formal process of obtaining both federal 
(Section 404 permit) and state (Coastal Use Permit for 
activities in the Coastal Zone) permits is required. The 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers administers the federal 404
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permit program. The Corps describes wetlands as marshes,
swamps, bogs, bottomland hardwood forests, pine savannas,
wet meadows, prairie potholes, and wet tundra (Holden
1992). Government protection of wetlands extend to any
area that meets the broad definition established by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Corps,
which jointly define wetlands as:
"Those areas that are inundated or saturated by 
surface or groundwater at a frequency and 
duration sufficient to support, and that under 
normal circumstances do support, a prevalence 
vegetation typically adapted to life in saturated 
soils" (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1992).
Under this definition, wetlands have little to do with
elevation and can be found in practically every parish in
Louisiana.
An area is generally classified as a wetland if three 
specific characteristics are present on the site: hydric 
soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and wetland hydrology.
Hydric soils are soils that are wet enough during the 
growing season to affect plant growth. Hydrophytic 
vegetation contains plants that grow in a soil periodically 
deficient of oxygen, due to wetness (U.S. Department of 
Agriculture 1991). Wetland hydrology is defined as the 
presence of water either at or above the soil surface for a 
sufficient period of the year to significantly influence 
the plant types and soils in the area (U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 1992).
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The Corps of Engineers cites the following situations 
as strong evidence of wetland occurrence: 1) an area that 
lies in a floodplain or contains low spots in which water 
stands at or above the soil surface for more than seven 
consecutive days during the growing season; 2) plant 
communities are present in the area that normally occur in 
areas having standing water for part of the growing season;
3) an area that has soils known as peats, mucks or heavy 
clays; and 4) an area that is periodically flooded by 
tides, including strong wind-driven, or spring tides (U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers 1992).
Wetland vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland 
hydrology are the indicator categories considered during 
any wetland determination. At least one indicator from 
each category must normally be present for a site to be 
declared a wetland; however, under abnormal circumstances, 
or on disturbed sites, the determination may be made on the 
basis of two or rarely only one of the three criteria (U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers 1992).
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
(formally the Soil Conservation Service (SCS)) also has 
jurisdictional authority over wetlands under the 
"swampbuster" provisions of the 198 5 and 1990 Farm Bills. 
Under swampbuster a farmer becomes ineligible for price 
support payments, farm storage facility loans, crop 
insurance, disaster payments, and insured or guaranteed
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loans for any year in which wetlands are converted to make 
crop production possible (Heimlich 1991). Wetlands 
previously converted to crops (prior to December 23, 1985) 
are not subject to swampbuster provisions and are generally 
recognized by the Corps as "effectively and legally drained 
to the extent that it no longer meets the regulatory 
wetlands hydrology criteria", and therefore, not subject to 
the Section 404 permit requirements (Heimlich 1991).
Additionally, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) has 
recently been signed by NRCS, COE, EPA, and the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (FWS) that will now allow the NRCS to 
make wetland determinations on agricultural lands. All 
four federal agencies have also agreed to use the 1987 
Wetland Delineation Manual in the MOU (Coreil 1994).
The uncertainty over what is or is not a wetland will 
continue as revisions to the "Federal Manual for the 
Identification and Delineation of Wetlands" are debated by 
Congress during the Clean Water Act reauthorization 
process.
Wetland Regulatory Policy in the United states
Wetland regulatory policy in the U.S. comes under the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers through 
the 1972 Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water 
Act) (Heimlich 1992; Gardner 1991). Section 404 of this 
act regulates wetland conversion through an individual 
project permit process. The U.S. Environmental Protection
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Agency (EPA) provides considerable oversight over the 404 
program, and generally holds veto power over Corps permit 
decisions (Holden 1992; Wascom 1992; Gardner 1991).
The individual permit process starts with a permit 
application to the Corps of Engineers that includes the 
project description and location. COE regulations 
discourage the alteration or destruction of wetlands. The 
permit decision involves the balancing of environmental and 
economic interests (Gardner 1991; Holden 1992). The 
regulations prohibit the dredging and filling of wetlands 
if there is a practicable alternative that would have less 
adverse impact to the aquatic ecosystem. The regulations 
define an alternative as "practicable" if it is "available" 
and "feasible," taking cost into consideration. What is 
considered a practicable alternative is subject to 
extensive negotiation with the federal agencies involved. 
Sometimes the Corps and EPA have different views on what is 
a practicable alternative. There is a presumption against 
issuing a 4 04 permit unless the usage is water-dependent 
(Wascom 1992; Holden 1992; Gardner 1991).
The COE and EPA entered into a Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) in 1990 whereby they jointly interpret the Section 
404 guidelines. The MOA provides for using mitigation as a 
method of ameliorating environmental effects when a permit 
is issued. Mitigation can be classified as 1) avoidance,
2) minimization, and 3) compensatory (Holden 1992) . These
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mitigation classifications must be evaluated in sequence, 
with avoidance considered first, then minimization of 
impacts, and lastly, compensation for loss of aquatic 
resource values (Wascom 1992; Holden 1992).
Under the MOA, mitigation is required so that there is 
"no net loss" of wetland values and functions. A "no net 
loss" policy means that the nation's remaining wetlands 
base, as defined by acreage and function, must be 
maintained (Wascom 1992; Holden 1992).
COE permits are also subject to requirements that will 
assure that discharges will not affect waters of the state 
where the project is being implemented. The affected state 
must certify that the discharges will not significantly 
degrade water quality pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean 
Water Act (Wascom 1992; Holden 1992).
Wetland Regulatory Policy in Louisiana
The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 was 
approved due to increased public interest in U.S. coastal 
areas. Oil pollution incidents and other activities of 
concern raised national interest in coastal regions. Under 
the CZMA, state governments are given the authority to 
establish the boundaries of their coastal zone, specify 
what constitutes permissible land and water uses within the 
coastal zone which may cause direct and significant impacts 
on coastal waters, and provide techniques for controlling 
land and water uses within the coastal zone (Wascom 1992).
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The Louisiana Coastal Resources Program (LCRP) (the 
formal name for Louisiana's coastal zone management 
program) was approved by the federal government on 
September 20, 1980 and is administered by the Louisiana 
Department of Natural Resources - Coastal Management 
Division (LDNR-CMD), Under this program, the state issues 
Coastal Use Permits (CUPs) that regulate activities within 
the coastal zone which have a direct and significant impact 
on coastal waters (Wascom 1992; Clark 1992). Coastal 
waters are divided into two classes: 1) uses of state 
concern (including oil and gas development activities) 
regulated at the state level, and 2) uses of local concern, 
regulated at the parish level if the parish has an approved 
local coastal program (Wascom 1992).
Landowners wanting to implement any activity within 
the Louisiana coastal zone must first obtain a Coastal Use 
Permit. CUPs are also required before the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers will issue a Section 404 federal wetlands 
permit (Holden 1992).
In August 1995, DNR published a new state rule that 
provides for the implementation of CUP mitigation 
regulations. These regulations must assure that "no net 
loss" of wetland ecological values will result from 
permitted activities (Louisiana Department of Natural 
Resources 1995).
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Projects that do not generally require coastal use 
permits (and are not subject to mitigation requirements) 
include activities on lands five feet or more above sea 
level; activities occurring within fastlands (land 
surrounded by levees); or agricultural, forestry, and 
aquacultural activities on lands consistently used in the 
past for such activities (Wascom 1992; Clark 1992).
Act 6 of the 19 89 Second Special Legislative Session 
created the Office of Coastal Restoration and Management in 
the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and the 
Wetlands Conservation and Management Authority in the 
Office of the Governor (WCMA). The WCMA is responsible for 
presenting a Coastal Restoration Management Plan to the 
Legislature for approval each year. The coastal 
restoration projects set forth in the Plan are funded by 
the constitutionally established Wetlands Conservation and 
Restoration Fund. Additional funds for coastal restoration 
have also been made available through the federal Coastal 
Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA), 
also known as the Breaux-Johnson Act. Funds from the state 
Wetland Conservation and Restoration Fund are used to 
provide the 25 percent match required for CWPPRA funds 
(Wascom 1992). Once the state CUP mitigation regulations 
are in place and a Louisiana Coastal Wetland Conservation 
Plan has been approved, the states CWPPRA match will be 
lowered to 15 percent (Good 1995).
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Private Proparty Rights
The moat common conception of the term "property" has 
been that related to opportunity or the pursuit of 
happiness (Scott 1977). William Blackstone wrote in 
Commentaries on the Law of England that property rights 
"adhered" to natural rights, and the primary goal of 
government should be to promote personal liberty and 
private property. He believed that individual property 
rights preceded social impacts, and that men brought with 
them into society the "right to property."
Since the 17th century Americans have associated the 
rights of citizenship with access to and control over 
natural resources (Kemp 1974; Scott 197 7). The 
preservation of private property rights was included in the 
Fifth Amendment of the United States Constitution "takings" 
clause which stated, "nor shall private property be taken 
for public use without just compensation" (Munzer 1991; 
Walker 1990; Roddewig and Duerksen 1989; Ackerman 1977; 
Epstein 1985; Sowell 1992). Additionally, the Supreme 
Court has consistently ruled that state governments are 
similarly prohibited from "taking" private property without 
compensation by the Fourteenth Amendment's Due Process 
Clause (Emanuel 1987).
Early dissenters of exclusive private property rights 
included U.S. Supreme Court Justice Stephen Field (Scott 
1977). In the late 1800s, Justice Field said in a
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dissenting property rights opinion that "society can and 
must regulate the use of private property so that it does 
not interfere with another person's enjoyment of property 
or endanger the community's well being" (Scott 1977)
In recent history, one of the strongest challenges to 
private property institutions has come from the area of 
environmental policy and regulation (including wetlands 
policy) (Dolan 1974). The concept of externalities and 
natural resource capacity limits have become important 
issues in the environmental policy and property rights 
debate (Dolan 1974; Kemp 1974). Michael Kinsley, writing 
on the "takings" issue in The New Republic, said "...is the 
man whose land value is reduced through zoning more to be 
pitied than the man who has no land to begin with?" This 
statement represents the views of many in society today and 
clearly focuses the private/public property rights issue 
(Kinsley 1992).
Definition of "Takings"
The concept of "takings" prohibits the taking of 
private property for public use without just compensation 
(Emanuel 1987). Munzer (1991) defines taking as an adverse 
effect on private property caused by government action. 
State and federal governments have the right to take 
private property for public use as long as "just 
compensation" is paid; this power is known as "eminent 
domain." The dilemma in this issue lies with determining
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the distinction between "taking11 (requiring compensation) 
and "regulation" (generally not requiring compensation) in 
expressed and implied government policy (Emanuel 1987) . If 
the state is only "regulating" property use consistent with 
the state's "police power," then compensation does not have
to be paid, even if the use and value of the property has
been reduced (Emanuel 1987).
Wetland resource policy (and other land use 
regulations) has frequently required court action to 
determine the distinction between a taking and a 
regulation. Examples of land use regulations falling in 
the regulatory category include zoning and environmental 
protection rules that typically do not require the transfer 
of title but do involve regulations restricting use of 
private property (Emanuel 1987; Rauber 1992). These 
regulations usually involve goals related to protecting the 
public from harm (preventing "noxious" uses) or securing 
various public benefits (Rauber 1992). Land use regulation 
is a taking only if it does not "substantially advance
legitimate state interests" or it denies an owner
"economically viable use" of his land (Emanuel 1987). 
Although difficult to apply, these two requirements of a 
"takings" are now being reviewed in numerous court cases 
(Roddewig and Duerksen 1989; Kaplan and Cohn 1992; Sowell 
1992, Rauber 1992). Protecting the environment has been 
found by many courts to be a "legitimate state interest."
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Many people believe that protection of wetlands by
regulations results in securing the many important
functions and values of wetlands for everyone - a
"legitimate state interest." There must, however, be a
relatively tight fit between the state interest and the
regulation chosen (Emanuel 19B7).
During the 1995 Congressional Session, the U.S. House
of Representatives passed a "Private Property Owners Bill
of Rights". If ultimately passed by the Senate and signed
by the President, this bill could reguire the federal
government to compensate landowners when a government
wetland or endangered species regulation reduces the value
or use of property by 20% or more (Coreil 1995).
Additionally, in June of 1995, the Louisiana Legislature
passed a similar bill requiring landowner compensation if a
state regulation reduces the value or use of agricultural
or forestry land by 20% or more (Coreil 1995).
Public vs. Private wetland Benefits
"That which is common to the greatest number has 
the least care bestowed upon it. Everyone thinks 
chiefly of his own, hardly at all the common 
interest; and only when he is himself concerned 
as an individual. Everybody is more inclined to 
neglect the duty he expects another to fulfill." 
Aristotle
Government imposed wetland regulations provide 
benefits that are primarily enjoyed by society as a whole. 
Wetland functions and values are more directly beneficial 
to the public as a whole than to the private landowner.
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Aristotle's view of how society cares for property "common" 
to all has formed the principle behind the formation of 
private property rights (Schlatter 1951). Schlatter (1951) 
believes that private property is necessary as an 
incentive.
An alternative view evident in society today argues 
that even if property is clearly identified as an 
individual right, many think it need not be confined to a 
right to exclude others from use or benefit of some thing; 
but may be an individual right not to be excluded by others 
from the use or benefit of some thing (Macpherson 1978).
Many natural resource economists see growing conflicts 
between private property institutions and needed 
environmental policy. Private property economic values and 
common (public) property resource needs cannot be blindly 
separated due to the concept of externalities (Dolan 1974). 
The concept of externalities exists whenever an economic 
activity carried out by one group (or individual) has an 
effect on the welfare of a second group (or second 
individual) who is not voluntarily a party to that activity 
(Dolan 1974; Randall 1972). Private wetland landowners 
have specific wetland management objectives that are aimed 
at providing revenues to repay long-term investments. 
Society has wetland objectives that are not related to 
direct market investments; public wetland benefits are 
generally non-market related and are generally perceived by
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landowners as negatively associated with private landowner 
revenue objectives. When private landowners attempt to 
manage wetlands to meet long-term goals, society often 
perceives a reduction in public wetland functions and 
values (negative externalities) (McBride 1992). This is 
the central issue in the wetland regulatory controversy.
Dolan (1974) sees the environmental crisis coming 
about because people have begun to realize that resource 
capacity limits may have been reached or may be fast 
approaching for virtually all natural resources. Private 
landowners, however, believe that the solution does not lie 
in less property rights, but in more incentives aimed at 
assisting landowners manage, restore and protect the 
wetland resources under their ownership (McBride 1992) . 
Economic theory is based on the premise that if one wishes 
to modify the behavior of an economic unit, one must modify 
the incentives facing the unit so that the preferred 
behavior becomes more appealing (i.e., more pleasant, more 
profitable, or both) (Randall 1972; Randall 1987).
Three broad classes of solutions to problems 
associated with environmental quality are 1) market 
solutions (with established liability rules), 2) a system 
of per unit taxes, charges, fines, or subsidies, and 3) a 
system of standards (regulations) enforced by the threat of 
fines or jail time (Randall 197 2). These three solutions 
represent progression from more to less reliance on market
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forces to determine the equilibrium of externalities 
(Randall 1972).
In cases of nonexclusive wetland goods (i.e., storm 
surge protection, groundwater recharge, endangered species 
habitat, or water quality enhancement), ownership or 
property rights are not specified. We can not charge or 
collect a price for that good. Landowners, therefore, are 
not compensated in any way for supplying these benefits to 
society. In these situations we may see under-provision of 
these benefits, increased negative externalities, 
overexploitation, and underinvestment due to lack of 
revenue enhancement (Randall 1987).
Randall (1987) believes, however, that even though 
imperfect markets are real and cause real problems in 
natural resource economics, we must be constantly wary of 
the suggestion that market failure alone justifies 
government intervention. He believes it must be shown, not 
merely assumed, that government regulation would do better 
(Randall 1987).
Of the three broad groups of methods recommended for 
solving externality problems listed above, many economists 
prefer market solutions or a system of fines, charges, 
taxes, or subsidies. Politicians, administrators, and the 
general public, however, generally have more faith in a 
system of standards (wetland regulatory policy) (Randall 
1972) .
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Pareto-relevant externalities are externalities that 
may be modified to make the externally affected party 
(society) better off, without making the acting party worse 
off (there are potential gains from trade between the 
affected party (society) and the acting parties 
(landowners)) (Randall 1972). Landowner caused 
externalities which make society worse off are called 
external diseconomies (Randall 1972).
The "Takings" Clause of the 5th Amendment attempted to 
make externalities pareto-relevant. It is implausible, 
however, to maintain that the government should always 
compensate a landowner when a regulation is applied to 
protect a public good (Munzer 1991). Anytime government 
standards are imposed, it is vital to assess the costs and 
benefits of the action itself and the cost of and benefits 
of paying compensation to "demoralized losers" (landowners) 
(Munzer, 1991). Munzer defines efficiency gains (E) as the 
"excess of the gains produced by a government regulation 
over the loses inflicted by it." Demoralization costs (D) 
are defined as the "disutilities to uncompensated losers 
and their sympathizers, and the lost future production from 
impaired incentives or social unrest that would arise if no 
compensation is paid." Settlement costs (S) are defined as 
the "costs chiefly of operating a compensation program that 
must be borne to avoid demoralization" (Munzer 1991).
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Munzer (1991) recommends a government regulation 
should be rejected if, D > S > E, or S > D > E. He 
believes utility sets a limit to the defensible use of the 
power of eminent domain. Government, however, should 
compensate if demoralization costs exceed settlement costs 
(E > D > S, or D > E > S). Munzer does not recommend 
compensation if the costs of administration of a 
compensation program are higher than the demoralization 
costs (E > S > D, or S > E > D). Munzer believes that 
"government should not always compensate or never 
compensate - but rather sometimes compensate.
Summary
With over 75 percent of Louisiana1 s coastal wetlands 
privately owned, it becomes very clear that private 
landowners must be included in the development of any 
regulatory policies related to the preservation or 
enhancement of wetland functions and values. Landowners 
believe that government is not the best steward of 
privately owned wetlands, and that effective private land 
stewardship can only be successfully accomplished when land 
owners are involved in the regulatory decision-making 
process. Many landowners feel that no long-term integrated 
ecological, social, cultural, and economic program will be 
viable until regulatory matters are developed and 
administered primarily on a local and state level, 
integrally involving private property owners (Holden,
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1992) . Through this study, landowners perceptions related 
to coastal wetland regulatory policy were investigated.
The results will be beneficial in the development of better 
future wetland regulatory policy in Louisiana and the 
United States.
CHAPTER 3 
PROCEDURE AMD METHODOLOGY
In this study a descriptive research survey was 
conducted to examine private landowners' perceptions 
related to wetland regulatory policy in coastal Louisiana, 
current and future economic perspectives, and perceived 
issues and concerns. The survey instrument (questionnaire) 
developed for this study is contained in Appendix A.
Wetland regulatory policy variables in the questionnaire 
included questions 1-10, 12, 13, 19, 20, 28, 32, and 33. 
Questions 14-18, 21-27, and 34 related to current and 
future economic perspectives. Questions 11, 28, 31, 32,
33, and 37 addressed perceived issues and concerns facing 
wetland landowners. The type of wetlands owned and the 
residency of study participants were identified by 
responses to questions 30, 3 5 and 36 (see Appendix A). 
Population and Sample
Coastal wetland landowners in Louisiana (target 
population) were investigated in three Louisiana coastal 
parishes to allow for comparison between parishes.
Parishes incorporated into the study included Cameron, 
Terrebonne, and St. Bernard.
The wetland landowner population within the three 
parishes was obtained from each respective parish tax 
assessor's office. Each landowner population
32
33
stratified into subgroups according to acreage owned. 
Landowners with coastal landholdings between 100-500 acres 
were classified as small landowners, and those with 2,500 
acres or more were classified as large landowners. 
Stratified sampling according to land holdings allowed for 
comparison of the perceptions of small versus large coastal 
landowners. Only the "tails" of the landsize group 
distribution were studied to allow for the maximum 
probability of finding differences, if differences actually 
existed. In each parish small landowner subgroup an 
appropriate sample was randomly selected to participate in 
the mail questionnaire survey. Cochran's formula was used 
to determine an appropriate small wetland landowner sample 
size for each parish (Cochran 1977). The lower number of 
large landowners in all three parishes required that a 
complete frame be used for this landowner size category. 
Parish coastal landowner total population and sample 
figures are outlined in Table 1.
Survey Instrument end Procedure
Appendix A contains the mailed questionnaire (data- 
gathering instrument) used in this study. The 
investigator-constructed questionnaire used included 
questions pertinent to the objectives listed previously 
(see Appendix A). Likert-type (scaled items), ranking and 
rating-type questions were included in the questionnaire
Table 1. Wetland landowner total population and sample of population figures by 
parish.
Total Population 
Parish Large Small
Sample of Population 
Large Small
Cameron 21 215 21 104
Terrebonne 14 175 14 97
St. Bernard 27 109 27 82
Total 62 499 62 283
Overall Total 561 345
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(Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh 1990). One open-ended question 
was also included asking respondents to list the most 
important issues and needs facing private coastal wetland 
landowners in Louisiana.
Content validity of the questionnaire was evaluated 
through pretesting. Six members of the Louisiana 
Landowners Association and six randomly selected "small'1 
landowners (from coastal parishes not participating in this 
study) were asked to review the questionnaire for clarity, 
completeness, and accuracy. This field test allowed the 
investigator to make necessary improvements to the 
questionnaire prior to initial mailing.
Data Collection
A cover letter that introduces the landowner to the 
objectives of the study accompanied the questionnaire (see 
Appendix B). Clear instructions were included both in the 
cover letter and on the questionnaire that included return 
mailing procedures. The questionnaire was designed to 
allow for direct mailing without the use of an envelope. 
Return postage and a complete return mailing address were 
included on the back of the questionnaire "booklet" 
(Appendix A).
Because obtaining the perceptions of targeted land 
owners was the primary objective of the study, all 
questionnaires were mailed directly to selected landowners 
listed on the three parish tax assessors' roles. The
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researcher, however, could not verify if the landowner or 
an assigned land manager/representative actually answered 
the questionnaire. If a person other than the actual 
landowner was given the authority to respond, the 
researcher assumes that these responses represent the 
landowners' authorized operational perceptions of wetland 
regulatory policy expressed through a more knowledgeable 
agent.
In order to obtain the maximum percentage of 
questionnaire returns, the following follow-up steps were 
undertaken:
1) If the questionnaire was not returned in 7-10 
days after the initial mailing, a postcard {Appendix C) was 
sent to first mailing non-respondents as a friendly 
reminder. An offer was also be made to send another 
questionnaire if one was needed.
2) A second follow-up packet was sent to second 
mailing non-respondents about three weeks after the 
original mailing. Included in this follow-up was a second 
letter (Appendix D) explaining importance of response and 
another copy of the self-addressed, postage-paid 
questionnaire.
3) A final follow-up was sent to third mailing non­
respondents approximately 6-7 weeks after the mailing of 
the original questionnaire. This mailing also included a 
letter (Appendix E) explaining the importance of a response
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and a replacement questionnaire (Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh 
1990) .
4) At the completion of all follow-up procedures, 
respondents were thanked via postcard (Appendix F).
To determine if there were differences between the 
respondents and the final mailing non-respondents, a 10% 
random telephone sample of final mailing non-respondents 
was conducted after completion of the mail survey.
Seventeen final mailing non-respondents (ten percent of the 
non-respondents weighted according to individual parish and 
land size categories) were selected. Respondent (mail 
survey) and non-respondent (phone survey) wetland 
regulatory policy item responses (questions l-io, 12, 13,
19, 20, 28, 32, and 33) were compared to see if the two 
groups differed significantly. Results of statistical 
comparisons are included in Appendix G.
Of the 31 different respondent/non-respondent 
regulatory policy items compared, 19 were found to be 
significantly different (Appendix G). It should be noted, 
however, that similar patterns of response frequencies 
within each variable were found (see Appendix G). The 
researcher is concerned that questions asked could have 
been influenced by the method of data collection (mail 
survey versus phone survey). The sensitive nature of many 
of the questions were probably best evaluated through mail 
survey due to the extended evaluation time allowed and
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verifiable knowledge of research institution doing the 
study. Positive identification of the researcher is not 
feasible over the phone, and responses may be negatively 
influenced by this respondent concern. Additionally, while 
many variables in the mail survey were often left 
unanswered, all of the variables in the phone survey were
completed. With the above concerns taken into
consideration, the reader should interpret the differences 
between the two groups cautiously as they may be more a 
function of methodology than of perception.
Analysis of Data
Each study objective was evaluated through the data 
analysis procedures outlined below:
1) The first objective of the study was to determine
(through descriptive statistics) landowners perceptions 
related to (a) wetland regulatory policy, (b) current and 
future economic outlook, and (c) critical issues/concerns. 
This was accomplished by reporting overall sample findings, 
findings by parish, and findings according to landowners' 
wetland acreage category.
2) The second objective of the study was to determine 
if there is a relationship between the quality or condition 
of a landowners1 wetland acreage and landowners' 
perspectives regarding wetland regulatory policy (see 
regulatory policy questions listed earlier; Appendix A).
To accomplish this objective, respondents were asked to
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rate the quality or condition of the wetlands they 
currently own based on a five-point Likert-type scale (see 
question 31, Appendix A). The independent variable in this 
objective was the wetland quality/condition rating 
(question 31) (treated as interval data) and the dependent 
variable was landowners perceptions regarding wetland 
regulatory policy (regulatory policy questions; Appendix 
A). A Pearson's r (Pearson's Product Moment) correlation 
coefficient analysis was used for questions treated as 
interval data (questions l, 2, 12, 13, and 19). Davis'
correlation coefficient descriptors were used to determine 
the strength of the association between the variables 
(Davis 1971). For items which were measured on a 
dichotomous categorical scale (questions 3, 4, 8, 20, 32, 
and 33) a t-test was used to determine if differences 
existed between the categories of the variables in the 
perceived overall quality of wetlands. For items with more 
than two categories (questions 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, and 28)
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine 
if differences existed in the overall measure of perceived 
wetland quality by the categories of each of the variables. 
When significant differences were found between categories 
a Tukey's post hoc follow-up test was conducted to 
determine where there were significant differences between 
pairwise comparisons.
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3) The third specific objective was to compare the 
perceptions of small coastal landowners and large coastal 
landowners regarding wetland regulatory policy. Large 
landowners were defined as those owning 2,500 acres or 
more; small landowners were defined as those owning between 
100-500 acres. The independent variable was landowner size 
category and the dependent variable was landowner 
perceptions regarding wetland regulatory policy (see 
regulatory policy questions listed previously; Appendix A). 
Because the objective was comparison and the independent 
variable was dichotomous (only two categories) a t-test was 
used to compare the means of the two groups for questions 
1, 2, 12, 13, and 19. A Chi-square test was used to
compare categorical wetland regulatory policy item 
frequencies (questions 3a, 3b, 4a, 4b, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 20,
28, 32, and 33). Where significant chi-square values were 
found, cross-tabulation tables were constructed and used to 
determine where differences existed between the categorical 
frequencies.
4) The fourth objective of the study was to compare 
the perspectives of Cameron, Terrebonne, and St. Bernard 
Parish coastal landowners regarding their perceptions of 
wetland regulatory policy (see wetland regulatory policy 
questions listed previously; Appendix A). To accomplish 
this objective landowners from these three parishes were 
selected to take part in this study. The combination of
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each parish's small landowner random sample and large 
landowner census sample made up the overall parish sample. 
The independent variable was landowner parish of residence 
and the dependent variable was landowner regulatory policy 
perceptions. Because the objective is to compare these 
three groups, and there are more than 2 categories, an 
ANOVA was used to compare the mean responses for questions 
1, 2, 12, 13, and 19. If the results from the ANOVA 
indicated a significant difference between groups, a 
Tukey's post hoc follow up test was conducted to determine 
where there were significant differences between group 
pairwise comparisons. For items where categorical response 
frequencies were compared {questions 3, 3b, 4, 4b, 5, 6, 7, 
8 , 9, 10, 20, 28, 32, and 33) a chi-square test was used. 
For significant chi-square values, cross-tabulation tables 
were again used to determine where differences existed 
between categorical frequencies.
CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS
Description of Population sample
The overall response rate for the study was 60.58%. 
The response rate for the large landowners (69,35%) 
exceeded that of small landowners (58.66%). Landowners in 
Cameron Parish had the highest response rate (68%) and 
those in Terrebonne Parish had the lowest response rate 
(52.25%) (Table 2).
Almost 60 percent (59.33%) of the total respondents 
reported that they reside in the parish where they own 
wetlands. This rate also held true for both small (59.04%) 
and large (60.47%) landowners. Almost 50 percent (48.48%) 
of the St. Bernard landowners, however, reported that they 
resided in a parish other than the one where they owned 
wetlands (Table 3) (Question 35, Appendix A).
Over 80 percent (8 1.3 4%) of the overall respondents 
reported that they reside in Louisiana. Louisiana 
residency for large landowners (90.70%) was greater than 
that for small landowners (78.92%). All three regions of 
the state studied reported Louisiana residency rates near 
80% (Cameron=81.18%; Terrebonne=79.31%; St. Bernard=83.83%) 
(Table 4) (Question 36, Appendix A).
Respondents were asked to indicate what types of 
wetlands they owned or managed. It should be noted that 
landowners may often own more than one wetland type. The
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Table 2. Coastal landowner response rates by landsize group and parish.
Landowner Land Size Category Overall
Category Small Large Survey
Hailed Returned % Return Mailed Returned % Return n/%
Cameron Parish 104 69 66. 35 21 16 76.19 85/125=68.00
Terrebonne Parish 97 51 52.58 14 7 50. 00 58/111=52.25
St. Bernard Parish 82 46 56. 10 27 20 74.07 66/109=60.55
Overall Response Rate 283 166 58.66 62 43 69.35 209/345=60.58
Table 3. Parish residency of coastal landowners (question 35).
Reside in Parish 
where wetlands 
are owned
Land Size Category Parish
Overall Small Large Terrebonne St. BernardCameron
Yes 124/59.33 98/59.04 26/60.47 55/64.91 37/63.79 32/48.48
NO 81/38.76 66/39.76 15/34.88 28/32.94 21/36.21 32/48.48
Did Not Respond 0/ 0.00 3.03
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 85/100 58/100 66/100
Table 4. State of residency for coastal landowners (question 36).
Land Size Category Parish
Reside in Louisiana Overall Small Large Cameron Terrebonne St. Bernard
Yes 170/81.34 131/78.92 69/81.1839/90.70 46/79.31 58/83.33
NO 35/16.75 33/19.88 14/16.47 12/20.69 9/13.36
Did Not Respond 4/ 1.91 1.20 4.65 3.03
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 58/10085/100 66/100
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roost common wetland type reported by all wetland landowner 
categories was brackish marsh (reported by 69.86% of 
respondents overall) followed by fresh marsh (reported by 
46.89% of respondents overall). The least common wetland 
type reported overall was bottomland hardwoods (11.48% of 
respondents overall). Brackish marsh was reported by St. 
Bernard respondents (81.82%) more often than Terrebonne and 
Cameron landowners. Landowners in Cameron had a higher 
frequency of fresh marsh reported (65.88%) than both 
Terrebonne (46.55%) and St. Bernard (22.73%) landowners, 
respectively (Table 5) (question 30, Appendix A).
Objective 1 Findings
A. Questions related to wetland permitting:
Perceptions regarding federal Section 404 permit 
program. Respondents were asked to indicate how they would 
rate the federal 404 wetland permitting program 
administered by COE (question 1, Appendix A). They were 
asked to provide their rating on a scale ranging from 1 = 
very poor to 5 = excellent. The overall responses ranged 
from 1 to 5 with a mean rating of 2.09 (SD = 0.94). In 
addition, 60 (28.71%) indicated that they were not familiar 
with the program, small landowners had a lower mean rating 
(2.01, SD-0.94) than large landowners (2.31, SD=0.95). 
Cameron landowners reported the lowest mean rating (1.98, 
SD=o.86) and St. Bernard landowners reported the highest
Table 5. Wetland land types reportedly owned or managed by landowners (question 30).
Landowner
Category
Small (n=166)
Bottomland
Hardwood
'11.48
17/10.24
39/18.66
30/18.07
Freshwater 
Swamp
Freshwater 
Harsh
Type of Wetland Owned
n i \
76/45.78
Brackish 
Marsh
114/68.67
Non-Wetland 
Coastal Ridge
n / %
50/23.92
37/22.29
Farmed
Wetlands
23/13.86
Other
Wetlands
n I \
15/7.18
10/ 6.02
Cameron fn= 85) 3/3.53 11/12.94 56/65.88 60/70.59 36/42.35 18/21.18
5 /1 1 .6 3
1/1.18
Terrebonne (n= 58) 13/22.41 22/37.93 27/46.55 32/55.17 9/15.52 7/12.07 5/8.62
St. Bernard <n* 66) 8/12.12 6/9.09 15/22.73 54/81.82 5/7.5B 6/9.09 9/13.64
* Row percentages may exceed 100 since landowners often manage or own more than one 
wetland type.
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(2.31, SD=1.08). The mean and percentage responses for 
each landowner category are included in Table 6.
Perceptions regarding state Coastal Use Permit 
program. Respondents were also asked to indicate how they 
would rate the state Coastal Zone Management - Coastal Use 
Permit (CUP) wetland permitting program administered by the 
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources - Coastal 
Management Division (DNR-CMD) (question 2, Appendix A).
They were asked to provide their rating on a scale ranging 
from 1 = very poor to 5 = excellent. The responses ranged 
from 1 to 5 with an overall mean rating of 2.23 (SD=0.93). 
Additionally, 64 (30.62%) indicated that they were not 
familiar with the program. The mean rating reported by 
large landowners (2.59, SD-0.76) was higher than that 
indicated by small landowners (2.12, SD*0.95). St. Bernard 
landowners reported the highest rating (2.56, SD=.91) and 
Cameron landowners reported the lowest (2.09, SD=0.95).
The mean and percentage responses for each landowner 
category are included in Table 7.
Section 404 permit application. Question 3a pertained 
to whether coastal landowners had ever applied for a 
federal Section 404 wetland permit (question 3a, Appendix 
A). Overall, more than 60% indicated that they had never 
applied for a federal wetland permit (133; 63.64%) (none of 
the respondents checking "not familiar with the program" in 
question one reported applying for a Section 404 permit).
Table 6. Louisiana coastal landowners' ratings for federal Section 404 wetland permitting
program (question 1).
Landowner
Category
Federal Section 404 Wetland Permittinq Program Rating
Very
Poor
Less Than 
Adequate Adequate
More Than 
Adequate Excellent
Not
Familiar
Did Not 
Respond
Mean*
2.01
SD n / % n / % n / % n / % — = i W = % ™
1/.48
1/.60
60/28^71
55/33.13
—- . n / - % _
8/3.83Overall (n=209) JL94
0.95
=44^21i05a
36/21.69
53/25.36
40/24.10
33/15.79 
22/13.25
10/4.78 
6/3.61Small (n=166) 6/3.61
Large (n= 43) 
Cameron (n* 85)
^2^31^
1.98
(L95
0.86
^1^18^60
20/23.53
13/30^^23
30/35.29
11/25.58 
11/12.94
4/9.30 0/0.00 5/11.63 2/4.65
4/4.71 0/0.00 19/22.35 1/1.18
Terrebonne (n* 58) 2.03 0.93 13/22.41 12/20.69 10/17.24 2/3.45 0/0.00 19/32.76 2/3.45
St. Bernard (n= 66) 2.31 1.08 11/16.67 11/16.67 12/18.18 4/6.06 1/1.52 22/33.33 4/6.06
* Mean Rating by Landowner Category with values ranging from l=very poor to 5=excellent.
Table 7. Louisiana coastal landowners' ratings for Louisiana Coastal Zone Management
wetland permitting program (question 2).
Landowner
Category
Louisiana Coastal 2one Management Wetland Permitting Program Rating
Less Than 
Adequate
More Than 
Adequate
Did Not 
Respond
Not 
Familiar
Mean*
Overa^^n^20^
Small (n=16fe>
2.23 0.93 4.68 4 0 /1 9 .1 4 8/3-83 12/5.74
2.12 0.95 29/17.47 40/24.10 25/15.06 5/3.01 2/1.20 56/33.73 9/5.42
0.76
Cameron (n= 85)
2. 59 12/27.91 15/34.88 3/6.98 0/0.00 8/18.60 3/6.98
2.09 0.95 19/22.35 26/30.59 14/16.47 4 / 4 . 7 1 1/1.18 0/0.00 19/22.35
Terrebonne (n= 58) 2.15 0.83 8/13.79 13/22.41 11/18.97 1/1.72 0/0.00 21/36.21 4/6.90
2.56 0.91 4/6.06 13/19.70 15/22.73 3/4.55 1/1.52 24/36.36 6/9.09
* Mean Rating by Landowner Category with values ranging from l=very poor to 5=excellent.
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The majority of the small landowners reported that they had 
never applied for a federal permit (119; 71.69); however, 
majority of the large landowners indicated that they had 
(23; 53.49%). Over 70% of the Terrebonne and St. Bernard 
respondents and about half of the Cameron respondents also 
reported having never applied. The percentage of responses 
in each landowner category are presented in Table 8.
Section 404 permit denial. In question 3b, 
respondents who had applied for a federal Section 404 
wetland permit were asked if they had ever had a permit 
denied (question 3b, Appendix A). "Denied" is assumed to 
mean permit was not acceptable as originally submitted. Of 
the 58 who indicated that they had previously applied for a 
permit, 24 (41.38%) reported having a permit denied.
Denial rates for small landowners (42.86%) were similar to 
large landowners (39.13%). The highest denial rate was 
reported by Cameron landowners (53.33%), and the lowest 
denial rate was reported by St. Bernard landowners (7.69%). 
The percentage of responses in each landowner category are 
included in Table 9.
CUP application. Question 4a pertained to whether 
coastal landowners ever applied for a state Coastal Use 
Permit (CUP) (question 4a, Appendix A). Overall, 132 
(63.16%) reported that they never applied for a CUP (only 
one of the respondents checking "not familiar with the
Table 8. Louisiana coastal landowners' responses regarding whether they ever applied
for a federal Section 404 wetland permit (question 3a).
Application for 
Federal Section 
404 Permit
Land Size Category Parish
Overall
n/%
Small Large Terrebonne St. BernardCameron
Yes 58/27.75 23/53.4935/21.08 30/35.29 15/25.86 13/19.70
No 133/63.64 119/71.69 14/32.56 44/51.76 41/70.69 48/72.73
Did Not Respond 18/8.61 12/7.23 6/13.95 11/12.94 2/3.45 5/7.58
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 58/10085/100 66/100
tnhJ
Table 9. Responses of Louisiana coastal landowners, who have applied for a federal
Section 404 wetland permit, regarding permit denial (question 3b).
Application Denied for 
Federal Section 
404 Permit
Land Size Category Parish
Overall*
n/%
Small Terrebonne St. BernardLarge Cameron
Yes 15/42.8624/41.38 9/39.13 16/53.33 7/46.67 1/7.69
No 33/56.90 20/57.14 13/56.52 14/46.67 8/53.33 11/84.62
Did Not Respond 0/0.00 1/4.35 0/0.00 0/0.00
Total 58/100 23/10035/100 30/100 15/100 13/100
* Calculations based on respondents answering yes to question 3 asking landowners, 
if they had ever applied for a federal Section 404 wetland permit.
(JlU
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program" in question two reported applying for a CUP).
Over 70% of small landowners (70.48%) reported never 
applying; however, only 34.88% of the large landowners 
reported never applying. Cameron landowners reported the 
highest state permit application rate (32.94%), whereas,
St. Bernard landowners reported the lowest application rate 
(12.12%). The percentage of responses in each landowner 
category are included in Table 10.
CUP denial. In question 4b, respondents who had 
reported applying for a state CUP were asked if they ever 
had a permit denied (question 4b, Appendix A). Here also 
"denied" is assumed to mean not acceptable as originally 
submitted. Of the 48 who indicated that they had 
previously applied for a permit, 38 (79.17%) indicated that 
they never had a permit denied. Ninety percent and 71.43%, 
respectively, of the large and small landowners reported 
never having a CUP denied. The percentage of responses in 
each landowner category are included in Table 11.
Section 404 permit problems. Respondents were asked 
to indicate what they felt was the most important problem 
associated with obtaining a federal Section 404 wetland 
permit in Louisiana (question 5, Appendix A). Response 
choices included 1) cost of permit process too high, 2) 
delays in obtaining a decision, 3) cost of permit 
requirements prohibitive, 4) project modifications not 
feasible, and 5) "other". The highest overall response was
Table 10. Louisiana coastal landowners' responses to question asking whether they ever 
applied for a Louisiana Coastal Zone Management - Coastal Use Permit (question 4a).
Application for 
Louisiana 
Coastal Use Permit
Land Size Category Parish
Overall Small Large St. BernardTerrebonneCameron
48/22.97Yes 20/46.5128/16.87 28/32.94 8/12.1212/20.69
MO 132/63.16 117/70.48 15/34.88 44/51.76 40/68.97 48/72.73
Did Not Respond 29/13.88 21/12.65 13/15.29 6/10.34 10/15.15
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 85/100 66/10058/100
Table 11. Responses of Louisiana coastal landowners, who have applied for a 
Louisiana Coastal Zone Management - Coastal Use Permit, regarding permit denial 
(question 4b).
Application Denied for 
Louisiana 
Coastal Use Permit
Land Size Category Parish
smallOverall* TerrebonneCameron St. BernardLarge
10/20.38 2/10.00Yes 8/28.57 8/28.57 2/16.67 0/0.00
NO 38/79.17 20/71.43 18/90.00 20/71.43 10/83.33 8/100.00
Did Not Respond 0/0.00 0/0.00 0/0.00 0/0.00 0/0.00 0/0.00
Total 48/100 28/100 20/100 28/100 12/100 8/100
* Calculations based on respondents answering yes to question 4 asking landowners if 
they had ever applied for a state Coastal Zone Management- Coastal Use Permit.
U1
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"other" (61; 29.19%). Over 60% of the landowners checking 
"other" listed "don't know" as their response (see Appendix 
H, question 5). Over 80% of the respondents checking 
"other" also selected the "not familiar with the program" 
option in question one. The second highest overall 
response was "delays in obtaining a decision" (58; 28.31%). 
In addition, 55 (2 6.32%) landowners did not respond. The 
highest small landowner response was "other" (50; 30.12%). 
Over 60% of the small landowners checking "other" indicated 
"don't know" as their response (see Appendix H, question
5). Both "delays in obtaining a decision" and "other" 
received the highest large landowner response (11; 25.58% 
each). The highest proportion of large landowners checking 
"other" indicated "loss of private property rights" as 
their response. In Cameron Parish, the highest percentage 
of respondents left this question unanswered (26; 30.59%); 
however, the highest Terrebonne and St. Bernard responses 
were "delays in obtaining a decision" and "other", 
respectively. The majority of the Terrebonne and St. 
Bernard respondents checking "other" listed "don't know" as 
their written response (see Appendix H, question 5). The 
percentage responses for each landowner category are 
included in Table 12.
CUP problems. Respondents were asked to indicate what 
they felt was the most important problem associated with 
obtaining a CUP (question 6, Appendix A). Possible
Table 12. Louisiana coastal landowners' views on primary problem associated with
obtaining a federal Section 404 permit (question 5).
Primary Problem 
with Obtaining 
Section 404 Permit
Other* 61/29.19
Land Size Category
50/30.12 11/25.58 18/21.18
Parish 
Terrebonne 
n / %
16/27.59
St. Bernard
n / %
27/40.91
Delays in Decision Process 58/27.75 47/28.31 11/25.58 25/29.41 18/31.03 15/22-73
Requirement Costs Prohibitive 15/7.18 12/ 7.23 3/6.98 9/10.59 2/3.45 4/6.06
Project Hodifications Not Feasible 12/5.74 6/ 3.61 6/13.95 3/ 3.53 3/5.17 6/9.09
Cost of Permit Process 8/ 3.83 6/ 3.61 4/ 4.71 -2/3. 45_ 2/3.03
Total
* The most frequent "other” response was "don't know"; additional responses are 
reported in Appendix H.
55/26.32 49/27.11 10/23.26 26/30.59 12/18.1817/29 .31
209/100 166/100 43/100 85/100 58/100 66/100
O'
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response choices also included 1) cost of permit process 
too high, 2) delays in obtaining a decision, 3) cost of 
permit requirements prohibitive, 4) project modifications 
not feasible, and 5) "other". The highest overall response 
was 5 "other" (64; 30.62%). The majority of the landowners 
checking "other" listed "don't know" as their response (see 
Appendix H, question 6). The second highest was "delays in 
obtaining a decision" (52; 24.88%). "Other" also received 
the highest responses from both small and large landowners 
(53; 31.91% and 11; 25.88%, respectively). The majority of 
the small landowners checking "other" listed "don't know" 
as their written response, whereas, the highest proportion 
of the large landowners indicated "loss of private property 
rights" as their written response (see Appendix H, question
6). The highest response indicated by Cameron landowners 
was "delays in obtaining a decision" (25; 29.41%). In 
Terrebonne Parish, the highest percentage of respondents 
left this question unanswered (18; 31.03%). In St. Bernard 
the highest percentage of respondents answered "other" (30; 
45.45%). "other" responses listed by St. Bernard 
landowners were also dominated by the statement "don't 
know" (see Appendix H, question 6). The responses in each 
landowner category are included in Table 13.
Preferred federal wetland permit agency. Respondents 
were asked their perspectives on who should be the federal
Table 13. Louisiana coastal landowners' views on primary problem associated with
obtaining a Coastal Zone Management-Coastal Use Permit (question 6).
Primary Problem 
with Obtaining 
CZM- Coastal Use Permit
Other*
Overall
64 /30 .62
Land Site Category
Small 
5 3 /3 1 .9 1
Large
n / %
11 /25 .56
Pariah
Cameron 
n/^_
1 9 /2 2 .3 5
Terrebonne
n / %
15 /25 .86
St. Bernard
n / %
30 /45 .45
Delays in Decision Process 5 2 /24 .88 4 2 /2 5 . 3 0 10 /23 .26 2 5 /2 9 .4 1 14 /24 .14 13 /1 9 .7 0
Project Modifications Sot Feasible 21 /10 .05 1 3 /7 .8 3 8/18.60 8 / 9 . 4 1 9 /1 5 .5 2 4 / 6 . 0 6
Requireroent Costs Prohibitive 1 1 /5 .26 8 / 4 . 8 2 3 /6 . 9 8 5 / 5 . 8 8 2 / 3 . 4 5 4 / 6 . 0 6
Cost of Permit Process 1 0 /4 .78 9/5-42 1 /2 .3 3 6 / 7 . 0 6 0/0.00 4 / 6 . 0 6
Did Wot Respond
Total
51 /24 .40
209/100
1 0 /23 .26 2 2 /2 5 .8 8 18 /31 .03
58/100166/100 43/100 85/100
11 /16 .67
66/100
* The most frequent "other" response was "don't know"; additional responses are 
reported in Appendix H.
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agency responsible for wetland permitting in Louisiana 
(question 7; Appendix A). Agencies listed included the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (COE), Soil Conservation Service (SCS) (now 
re-named Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)), 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS), and an "other*' category (Table 
14). Overall, scs (NRCS) received the highest percentage 
responses (74; 35.41%); NMFS received the lowest (2;
0.96%). This trend held true for landowners in both land 
size categories and all three parishes. Overall, the 
largest proportion of the landowners checking "other" 
listed "don't know" as their written response (see Appendix 
H, question 7). The percentage of responses in each 
landowner category are included in Table 14.
State Section 404 assumption. Respondents were asked 
whether they felt that the federal Section 404 wetland 
permitting program should be moved from federal authority 
to state authority (question 8, Appendix A). The majority 
of the respondents indicated that they were in favor of 
such a move (125; 59.81%). This trend held true for 
landowners in both land size categories and all three 
Parishes. The percentage of responses in each landowner 
category are included in Table 15.
Preferred state Section 404 assumption agency. 
Respondents were asked which state agency should assume
Table 14. Louisiana coastal landowners' views on who should be the primary federal
agency responsible for wetland permitting (question 7).
Primary Federal Agency 
Responsible for 
Wetland Permittine
Soil Conservation Service
Overall 
n/%
74/35.41
Land Size Category
Small 
53/31.93 21/48.64
Parish
37/43.53
Terrebonne
n / %
17/29.31
St. Bernard
n / %
20/30.30
Army Corps of Engineers 44/21.05 33/19.88 11/2S.58 15/17.65 13/22.41 16/24.24
Other* 26/12.44 23/13.86 3/6.98 6/7.06 14/24.14 6/9.09
Pish and Wildlife Service 22/10.53 21/12.65 1/2.33 11/12.94 5/B.62 6/9.09
Environmental Protection Agency 15/7.18 13/7.83 2/4.65 3/3.53 2/3.45 10/15.15
National Marine Fisheries Service
Total
2/.96
209/100
2/1.20
166/100
0/0.00
5/11.63
43/100
0/0.00
15.29
85/100
2/3.45
5/8.62
58/100
0/0.00
8 /12.12
66/100
* The most frequent "other" response was "don't know"; additional responses are 
reported in Appendix H.
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Table 15. Louisiana coastal landowners' views on whether the federal Section 404
permitting program should move from federal to state authority (question 8).
State Assumption 
of
Section 404 Program
Small
Yes
No
Total
Overall 
n/%
125/59.81
62/29.67
209/100
Land Size Category
99/59.64
49/29.52
166/100
26/60.47
13/30.23
43/100
Parish
Cameron
n / %
55/64.71
23/27.06
85/100
Terrebonne 
n / %
37/63.79
13/22.41
58/100
St. Bernard 
n / %
33/50.00
26/39.39
66/100
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Section 404 wetland permitting authority if this 
responsibility is transferred to the states (question 9; 
Appendix A). Agencies listed included Louisiana Department 
of Natural Resources (LDNR), Louisiana Department of 
Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF), Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Quality (LDEQ), Louisiana Department of 
Agriculture and Forestry (LDAF), Louisiana Department of 
Health and Hospitals (LDHH), and an "other" category (Table 
16). Overall, the agency receiving the highest percentage 
responses was LDNR (55; 44.00%). LDAF received the second 
highest responses (25; 20.00%). LDHH received the lowest 
responses (0). LDEQ received the second lowest response 
(7; 5.60%). LDNR and LDHH were also given the highest and 
lowest percent responses, respectively, by landowners in 
both land size categories and in all three parishes, 
overall, the two most frequent "other" responses listed 
were "landowner" and "don't know" (see Appendix H, question
9). The percentage of responses in each landowner category 
are included in Table 16.
B. Question related to wetlands definition and 
delineation:
Preferred federal wetland determination agency. 
Respondents were asked who should be the primary federal 
agency responsible for making wetland determinations 
(question 10; Appendix A). The federal agency choices 
included EPA, COE, SCS (NRCS), FWS, NMFS, and an "other"
Table 16. Louisiana coastal landowners' views on which state agency should have
primary responsibility for federal Section 404 wetland permitting (question 9).
Primary State Agency Land Size Category Parish
Responsible for 
Federal Section 404 Permitting
Overall* Small
n / %
Large Cameron 
n / %
Terrebonne
n / %
St. Bernard
La. Dept, of Natural Resources 55/44.00 43/43.43 12/46.15 15/27.27 20/54.05 20/60.61
La. Dept, of Agriculture & Forestry 25/20.00 21/21.21 4/15.38 14/25.45 7/18.92 4/12.12
La. Dept, of Wildlife and Fisheries 22/7.60 18/10.84 4/15.38 14/25.45 4/10.81 4/12.12
Other** 9/7.20 9/9.09 0/0.00 5/9.09 3/8.11 1/3.03
La. Dept, of Environmental Quality 7/5.60 5/5.05 2/7.69 4/7.27 0/0.00 3/9.09
La. Dept, of Health and Hospitals 0/0.00 0/0.00 0/0.00 0/0.00 0/0.00 0/0.00
Did Not Respond 7/5.60 3/3.03 4/15.38 3/5.45 3/8.11 1/3.03
Total 125/100 99/100 26/100 55/100 37/100 33/100
* Calculations based on respondents answering yes to question 8.
** The two most frequent "other" responses were "landowner” and "don't know"; additional 
responses are reported in Appendix H.
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category. SCS (NRCS) received the highest overall 
percentage responses (85; 40.67%) and NMFS received the 
lowest (1; 0.48%). This held true for landowners in both 
land size categories and all three parishes. The two most 
frequent "other" responses overall were "landowner" and 
"none" (see Appendix H, question 10). The percentage of 
responses for each landowner category are included in Table 
17.
Wetland characteristics ranking. Respondents were 
asked to rank three characteristics (hydric soil, 
hydrophytic vegetation, and wetland hydrology) as to their 
importance in determining if an area is a wetland (question 
11; Appendix A). They were asked to provide their ranking 
on a scale ranging from 1 = most important to 3 = least 
important. The wetland characteristic having the lowest 
overall mean rank (perceived as most important) was wetland 
hydrology (1.85; SD=l.ll). The wetland characteristic 
having the highest overall mean rank (least important) was 
hydric soil (2.35; SD=0.91). This held true for small 
landowners and landowners in all three parishes. Large 
landowners, however, ranked hydrophytic vegetation highest 
(least important) (2.53; SD-0.83). The mean responses for 
each landowner category are included in Table 18.
C. Questions pertaining to landowner perceptions of 
wetland regulatory agencies:
Table 17. Louisiana coastal landowners' views on who should be the primary federal
agency responsible for making wetland determinations (guestion 10).
Primary Federal Agency 
Responsible for 
Wetland Determination
Land Sire Category Parish
Overall Small Terrebonne St. BernardLarge Cameron
Soil Conservation Service 85 /40 .67 6 1 /3 6 .7 5 24 /55 .81 2 2 /3 3 .3 33 9 /4 5 .8 8 24 /41 .38
Army Corps of Engineers 40 /19 .14 3 2 /1 9 .2 8 8/18.60 13 /1 5 .2 9 11/18 .97 16 /24 .24
Other* 24 /11 .48 21 /1 2 .6 5 3 /6 .9 8 9 /1 0 . 5 9 11/18 .97 4 / 6 . 0 6
Fish and Wildlife Service 23 /11 .00 2 1 /1 2 .6 5 2 /4 .6 5 1 3 /1 5 .2 9 4 /6 . 9 0 6 /9 .0 9
Environmental Protection Agency 1 3 /7 .8 3 2 /4 .6 5 2 / 2 .3 5 3 /5 .17 10 /15 .15
National Marine Fisheries Service 1 /0 .4 8 0/0.001/.60 0/0.00 0/0.00 1 /1 .5 2
Did Not Respond 21 /10 .05 17 /10 .24 4 / 9 .3 0 9 /1 0 . 5 9 7 /10 .615 /8 .62
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 85/100 58/100 66/100
* The two most frequent "other" responses were "landowner" and "none"; additional 
responses are reported in Appendix H.
Table 18. Louisiana coastal landowners' ranking of three wetland characteristics
used in making wetland determinations {question 11).
Land Size Category Parish
Wetland
Characteristic n
Overall
Mean*
L
SD
Small 
n / Mean
Large 
n / Mean
Cameron 
n / Mean
Terrebonne 
n / Mean
St. Bernard 
n / Mean
Hydric Soil 143 2.35 0.91 109/2.36 34/2.32 60/2.43 36/2.28 47/2.3
Hydrophytic Veg. 143 2.20 0.89 109/2.10 34/2.53 60/2.25 36/2.11 47/2.21
Wetland Hydrology 167 1.85 1. 11 130/1.78 37/2.08 72/1.78 44/1.93 51/1.88
* Ranking scale ranging from 1= most important to 3= least important.
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Federal agencies' receotiveness ranking. Respondents 
were asked to rank federal regulatory agencies regarding 
how receptive they are toward private wetland landowners' 
goals and objectives (question 12; Appendix A) with values 
varying from 1 = most receptive to 5 = least receptive. 
Agencies listed included EPA, FWS, SCS (NRCS), COE, and 
NMFS. SCS (NRCS) received the lowest overall mean ranking 
(most receptive) (1.92; SD=1.24) and NMFS received the 
highest mean ranking (least receptive) (4.05; SD=1.00).
SCS (NRCS) also received the lowest mean ranking (most 
receptive) in both small and large land size categories and 
in all three parishes. Small landowners gave NMFS the 
highest mean ranking (least receptive) (3.98; SD=1,08), and 
large landowners gave this ranking to EPA (4.38; SD=0.82). 
NMFS also received the highest mean ranking (least 
receptive) in the Cameron and St. Bernard (4.15; SD=1.01 
and 3.98; SD=1.00, respectively). Terrebonne landowners 
gave the highest mean ranking (least receptive) to EPA 
(4.31; SD=1.10). The mean ranking for each landowner 
category are included in Table 19.
State agencies' receotiveness ranking. Respondents 
were asked to rank state regulatory agencies regarding how 
receptive they are towards private wetland landowners' 
goals and objectives with values varying from 1 = most 
receptive to 5 = least receptive (question 13; Appendix A). 
Agencies listed included the Louisiana Department of
Table 19. Louisiana coastal landowners' ranking of federal regulatory agencies* 
receptiveness toward private landowner goals and objectives {question 12).
Federal Agency 
Receptivenose Rating______
Soil Conservation Service
Land Size Category Parish
n
155
Overal
Mean*
1.92
1
SD
1.24
Small 
n / Mean
120/2.03
Large 
n / Mean
35/1.57
Cameron 
n / Mean
72/1.79
Terrebonne 
n / Mean
40/1.73
St. Bernard 
n / Mean
43/2.33
Fish 6 Wildlife Service 157 2.72 1.30 122/2.71 35/2.77 71/2.83 40/2.60 46/2.67
Army Corps of Engineers 157 2.97 1.47 123/3.01 34/2.82 71/3.11 40/2.93 46/2.78
Environmental Protection Agency 153 3.94 1.30 119/3.82 34/4.38 71/3.94 39/4.31 43/3.60
Nat. Marine Fisheries Service 154 4.05 1.00 120/3.98 34/4.29 71/4-15 39/3-95 44/3.98
* Ranking scale ranging from l=most receptive to 5=least receptive.
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Natural Resources (LDNR), the Department of Environmental 
Quality (LDEQ), the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and 
Fisheries (LDWF), the Louisiana Department of Agriculture 
and Forestry (LDAF), and the Louisiana Department of Health 
and Hospitals (LDHH). Overall, LDAF received the lowest 
overall mean ranking (perceived most receptive) (2.33;
SD=l.23), whereas, LDHH received the highest overall mean 
ranking (perceived least receptive) (4.13; SD=1.28). Small 
landowners ranked LDAF and LDWF lowest (perceived most 
receptive) (mean=2.45; SD=1.28 and mean=2.45; SD=1.33, 
respectively), and LDHH ranked highest (perceived least 
receptive) (mean=4.28; SD=1.13). Large landowners ranked 
LDAF lowest (perceived most receptive) (mean 1.94; SD=0.97) 
and LDHH highest (perceived least receptive) (mean=3.59; 
SD™1.62). Landowners in the Cameron and Terrebonne ranked 
LDAF lowest (perceived most receptive) (mean=2.17; SD=1.20 
and mean®2.36; SD=1.33, respectively). St. Bernard 
landowners ranked both LDNR and LDWF lowest (perceived most 
receptive) (mean=2.34; SD=1.36 and mean=2.34; SD=1.16, 
respectively), All regions ranked LDHH highest (perceived 
least receptive). The mean responses of each landowner 
category are included in Table 20.
D. Questions related to wetland functions:
Wetland function rankings. Respondents were asked to 
rank nine wetland functions according to their importance 
to landowners or land managers with values from l = most
Table 20. Louisiana coastal landowners' ranking of state regulatory agencies'
receptiveness toward private landowner goals and objectives (question 13).
Land Size Category Parish
State Agency 
____ Receptiveness Rating____ n
Overall
Mean* SD
Small 
n / Mean
Large 
n / Mean
Cameron
_n / Mean
Terrebonne 
n / Mean
St. Bernard 
n / Mean
Dept, of Ag. & Forestry 1S4 2.33 1.23 119/2.45 35/1.94 72/2.17 39/2.36 43/2.58
Dept. Wildlife & Fisheries 154 2.44 1.26 119/2.45 35/2.43 71/2.38 39/2.67 44/2.34
Dept, of Natural Resources 151 2.70 1.42 117/2.66 34/2.85 69/3.04 38/2.50 44/2.34
Dept. Environmental Quality 150 3.63 1.18 116/3.55 34/3.88 69/3.78 38/3.74 43/3.28
Dept. Health & Hospitals 146 4.13 1.28 114/4.28 32/3.59 67/3.93 36/4.28 43/4.33
* Ranking scale ranging from l=most receptive to 5=least receptive.
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important to 9 = least important (question 14; Appendix A). 
The nine wetland functions ranked included 1) non­
consumptive tourism activities, 2) groundwater recharge, 3) 
storm surge buffer, 4) pollution filtration, 5) wildlife 
habitat, 6) endangered species habitat, 7) fish/shellfish 
habitat, 8) flood control and 9) erosion control (Table 
21). Erosion control received the lowest overall mean 
ranking (most important) (3.41; SD-2.21) followed by flood 
control (mean=3.45; SD=2.20) and storm surge buffer 
(mean=3.51; SD=2.40). Non-consumptive tourism activities 
received the highest overall mean ranking (least important) 
(mean=7.73; SD=2.01) followed by endangered species habitat 
(mean-6.55; SD=2.39) and groundwater recharge (mean-6.48; 
SD=1.81). Erosion control and non-consumptive tourism 
activities were also the most important and least important 
ranked functions, respectively, reported by both small and 
large, and St. Bernard landowners. Both Cameron and 
Terrebonne landowners also ranked non-consumptive tourism 
activities as least important; however, the most important 
function reported by Cameron landowners was flood control 
and the most important function indicated by Terrebonne 
landowners was storm surge buffer. The mean wetland 
function rankings for each landowner category are included 
in Table 21.
Wetland use harm rankings. Respondents were asked to 
rank ten wetland uses according to their potential for
Table 21. Louisiana coastal landowners' ranking of nine wetland functions according to
their importance to landowners (question 14).
Wetland Function
Erosion Control
Overall 
n Mean* SD
190 3.41 2.21
Land Sire Category
Small 
ii^Mean
151/3.22
Large 
n / Mean
39/2.85
Parish
Cameron 
n / Mean
76/3.33
Terrebonne 
n / Mean
52/3.08
St. Bernard 
62/2.97
Flood Control 185 3.45 2.20 149/3.52 36 /3 .1 9 75/3.12 52/3.65 5 8 /3 . 7 1
Storm Surge Protection 184 3.51 2.40 147/3.63 37/3.00 74/3.72 52/3.06 58/3.64
Wildlife Habitat 188 3. 57 2.30 148/3.68 40/3.20 77/3.65 50/3.86 61/3.25
Fish/Shellfish Habitat 185 4.41 2.07 145/4.43 40/4.53 76/4.78 S0/3.92 59/4.36
Pollution Filtration 178 5.06 2.14 141/5.07 37/5.03 74/5.45 48/4.48 56/5.05
Groundwater Recharge 178 6.48 1.81 141/6.46 37/6.54 73/6.45 48/6.44 57/6.54
Endangered Species Habitat 176 6.55 2.39 139/6.47 37/6.84 73/6.86 48/6.63 55/6.05
Non-consumptive Tourism 179 7.73 2.01 142/7.62 37/8.19 74/7.85 48/7.90 57/7.46
* Ranking scale ranging from l=most important to 9= least important.
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harming wetlands with values varying from 1 == most harmful 
to 10 = least harmful (question 15; Appendix A). The ten 
wetland uses ranked included l) livestock production, 2) 
commercial fishing, 3) fur trapping, 4) recreational 
fishing, 5) alligator hunting, 6) waterfowl hunting, 7) 
agricultural crop production, 8) oil and gas exploration 
and production, 9) non-consumptive tourism activities, and
10) mariculture (Table 22). Oil and gas exploration and 
production received the lowest overall mean ranking (most 
harmful) (mean=3.60; SD=3.06) and waterfowl hunting 
received the highest (least harmful) (mean*7.09; SD=2.43). 
Landowners in both small and large land size categories and 
in Cameron and Terrebonne Parishes expressed similar 
responses. St. Bernard landowners also identified oil and 
gas exploration and production as most harmful; however, 
recreational fishing was identified as the least harmful. 
Mean wetland use responses for each landowner category are 
included in Table 22.
E. Questions related to coastal wetland-related economic 
decisions:
Wetland revenue source rankings today. Respondents 
were asked to rank ten wetland-related revenue sources 
regarding their importance today with values varying from l 
= most important to 10 = least important (question 16, 
Appendix A). Wetland-related revenue sources ranked 
included l) fur trapping, 2) waterfowl hunting leases, 3)
Table 22. Louisiana coastal landowners' ranking of ten wetland uses according to their
potential for harming wetlands (question 15).
Wetland Use Small Large 
n / MeanHean** Mean Mean
Oil & Gas Exploration 171 3.60 3.06
Land Size Category
139/3.57 32/3.75 66/4.02
Pariah 
Terrebonne 
n / Mean
41/3.41
St. Bernard 
n / Mean
54/3.28
Aq. Crop Production 167 4.59 2.98 135/4.40 32/5.38 63/4.65 48/4.46 56/4.68
Commercial FiBhinq 163 4.59 2.73 132/4.48 31/5.06 64/3.89 47/4.74 52/S.31
Livestock Production 168 4.85 3.10 135/4.87 33/4.76 64/5.53 48/4.65 56/4.25
Mariculture 161 5.29 2.84 131/5.15 30/5.93 65/4.77 46/5.59 50/5-70
Mon-consumptive Tourism 165 6.52 3.25 135/6.41 30/7.03 65/5.72 47/6.72 53/7.32
Fur Trapping 162 6.60 2.30 132/6.52 30/7.00 63/6.60 46/7.02 53/6.25
Alligator Hunting 161 6.80 2.36 131/6.65 30/7.47 64/6.80 45/7.24 52/6.42
Recreational Fishing 165 6.81 2.78 134/6.66 31/7.39 64/6.19 48/6.63 53/7.74
Waterfowl Hunting 160 7.09 2.43 130/6.97 30/7.60 65/6.94 45/7.64 50/6.78
* Six additional respondents stated that none of the listed uses were harmful. 
** Ranking scale ranging from l=most harmful to l0=least harmful.
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oil and gas exploration and production, 4) commercial 
fishing, 5) recreational fishing, 6) alligator hunting, 7) 
livestock production, 8) agricultural crop production, 9) 
mariculture, and 10) non-consumptive tourism-related 
business enterprises. oil and gas exploration and 
production was reported as the most important revenue 
source overall (mean=l.94; SD=2.01) followed by waterfowl 
hunting leases (mean=3.36; SD=2.38). The least important 
revenue source reported overall was non-consumptive 
tourism-related business enterprises (mean=8.32; SD=2.36) 
followed closely by mariculture (mean=8.06; SD=1.76). 
Landowners in both land size categories and in Cameron 
Parish reported similar findings. Cameron and Terrebonnne 
Parish landowners reported alligator hunting as the second 
most important use (mean*4.00; SD-2.26) St. Bernard 
landowners reported mariculture as the least important 
wetland-related revenue source (mean=7.67; SD=2.20). The 
mean wetland-related revenue sources for each landowner 
category are outlined in Table 23.
Wetland revenue source rankings in the future. In 
question 17, respondents were asked to rank ten wetland 
related revenue sources as to their importance in the 
future with values varying from 1 = most important to 10 = 
least important (question 17, Appendix A). Respondents 
were provided the revenue source choices that were listed 
in question 16 above. Again, oil and gas exploration and
Table 23. Louisiana coastal landowners' ranking of ten wetland-related revenue sources
as to their importance today (question 16).
Land Size Category Parish
Wetland Revenue Source Overall Small Large Cameron Terrebonne St. Bernard
n Mean* SD n i Mean n / Mean n / Mean n / Mean n / Mean
Oil & Gas Exploration 191 1.94 2.01 151/1.98 40/1.80 79/1.57 52/1.79 60/2.57
Waterfowl Huntinq Leasee 175 3.36 2.38 137/3.83 38/3.50 75/3.52 45/4.07 55/3.84
Alliqator Huntinq 177 4.32 2.16 138/4.54 39/3.54 74/3.99 48/4.00 55/5.05
Fur Trappinq 170 4.86 2.60 136/4.63 34/5.79 72/5.46 46/4.67 52/4.21
Livestock Production 169 5.49 3,16 137/5.27 32/6.44 73/3.85 49/5.98 47/7.53
Recreational Fishinq 168 5.61 2.38 134/5.51 34/6,00 72/6.24 48/4.92 48/5.38
Aq. Crop Production 160 6.30 2.87 128/6.38 32/6.00 67/5.99 45/5.87 48/7.27
Commercial Fishinq 164 6.35 2.48 130/6.21 34/6.88 69/6.74 46/6.22 49/5.92
Mariculture 159 8.06 1.76 126/8.10 33/7.94 66/8.24 45/8.22 48/7.67
Non-consumptive Tourism 161 8.32 2.36 128/8.22 33/8.70 67/8.87 45/8.24 49/7.63
* Ranking scale ranging from l=most important to 10=least important.
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production received the lowest overall mean ranking (most 
important) (mean 2.05; SD=2,24) followed by waterfowl 
hunting leases (mean 3.78; SD-2.37). The overall least 
important future revenue sources reported were non­
consumptive tourism-related business enterprises 
(mean=7.87; SD*2.42) followed by mariculture (mean=7.27; 
SD*2.22). This trend held true for landowners in both land 
size categories In Cameron and Terrebonne Parishes, 
alligator hunting was reported as the second most important 
future use (mean*3.55; SD*1.32 and mean=4.20; SD=2.50, 
respectively). In the St. Bernard, however, agricultural 
crop production received the lowest importance rating (mean 
7.61; SD*2.58). The mean future wetland-related revenue 
source rankings for each landowner category are included in 
Table 24.
Per acre annual gross surface revenue. In question 
18, respondents were asked to estimate the per acre yearly 
gross revenue earned off the surface of the wetlands they 
own (question 18, Appendix A). The seven ranges of per 
acre revenue levels included in choice categories were 1) 
no revenue collected, 2) less than $10, 3) $11 to $50, 4) 
$51 to $100, 5) $101 to $200, 6) $201 to $400 and 7) 
greater than $400. The highest overall response was "no 
revenue collected" (80; 38.28%) followed closely by "less 
than $10" (72; 34.45%). The lowest overall responses were 
"$20l to $400" and "greater than $400" (both recording 2;
Table 24. Louisiana coastal landowners' ranking of ten wetland-related revenue sources
as to their future importance (question 17}.
Future Land Size Category Parish
Wetland Revenue Overall Small Large Cameron Terrebonne St. Bernard
Source n Mean* SD n J Mean n / Mean n / Mean n / Mean n / Mean
Oil & Gas Exploration 193 2.05 2.24 152/2.18 41/1.59 80/1.78 54/2.20 59/2.29
Waterfowl Huntinq Leases 186 3.78 2.37 146/3.91 40/3.30 77/3.58 49/4.33 60/3.58
Alliqator Huntinq 182 4.20 2.20 142/4.35 40/3.65 76/3.55 49/4.20 57/5.05
Fur Trappinq 179 5.03 2.56 142/4.87 37/5.62 73/5.30 50/4.90 56/4.79
Livestock Production 177 5.36 3.28 142/5.20 35/5.97 75/3.84 50/5.68 52/7.23
Recreational Fishinq 172 5.67 2.33 136/5.45 36/6.50 71/6.32 49/4.98 52/5.42
Commercial Fishing 171 6.30 2.56 135/6.26 36/6.44 70/7.03 47/5.85 54/5.74
Aq. Crop Production 169 6. 71 2.87 135/6.67 34/6.85 70/6.21 48/6.48 51/7.61
Mariculture 170 7.27 2.22 133/7.46 37/6.59 67/7.87 48/7.17 55/6.64
Non-consumptive Tourism 166 7.87 2.42 129/7.73 37/8.35 66/8.44 48/7.54 52/7.44
* Ranking scale ranging from l=most important to 10=least important.
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0.96%). A similar trend was found in both land size 
categories and in all parishes. The percentage responses 
for each landowner category are presented in Table 25.
Government assistance program rankings. Respondents 
were asked to rank five potential landowner-oriented 
government assistance programs with values varying from 1 
most preferred to 5 = least preferred (question 19, 
Appendix A). Government assistance program choices listed 
included 1) tax breaks for voluntary wetland conservation 
projects implemented, 2) long-term government easements 
paid on wetland acreage in exchange for development 
restrictions, 3) permanent government easements paid on 
wetland acreage in exchange for development restrictions,
4) direct wetland restoration funds made available to 
landowners, and 5) outright government purchase of private 
wetlands at fair market value. "Tax breaks" received the 
lowest overall mean ranking (most preferred) (mean=2.30; 
SD-1.42) followed by "direct funding" (mean 2.34; SD-1.32) 
The least preferred government assistance program reported 
overall was "outright government purchase" (mean= 3.80; 
SD-1.64), Landowners in both land size categories and in 
Cameron and Terrebonne Parishes reported similar 
preferences. "Direct wetland restoration funding", 
however, was most preferred in St. Bernard (mean-2.40; 
SD*1.44). The mean preference ranking responses for each 
landowner category are included in Table 26.
Table 25. Louisiana coastal landowners' estimate of the per acre yearly gross revenue
off the surface of owned wetlands (question 18).
Land Size Category Parish
Gross Revenue 
Per Acre
Overall 
n / %
Small
n / %
Large 
n / %
Cameron Terrebonne 
n / %
St. Bernard 
n / %
No Revenue 80/38.28 73/43.98 7/16.28 15/17.65 27/46.55 38/57.58
< $10 72/34.45 44/26.51 28/65.12 34/40.00 19/32.76 19/28.79
$11-50 22/10.53 19/11.45 3/6.98 17/20.00 5/8.62 0/0.00
$ 51-100 11/5.26 9/5.42 2/4.65 6/7.06 3/5.17 2/3.03
$ 101-200 5/2.39 5/3.01 0/0.00 2/2.35 2/3.45 1/1.52
$ 201-400 2/0.96 2/1.20 0/0.00 1/1.18 1/1.72 0/0.00
> $400 2/0.96 2/1.20 0/0.00 1/1.18 0/0.00 1/1.52
Did Not Respond 15/7.18 12/7.23 3/6.98 9/10.59 1/1.72 5/7.58
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 85/100 58/100 66/100
Table 26. Louisiana coastal landowners' ranking of five potential government assistance
programs (question 19).
Land Size Category Parish
Government Assistance Programs Overall 
Mean* SD
Small 
/ Mean
Large 
/ Mean
Cameron 
n / Mean
Terrebonne 
n / Mean
St. Bernard 
n j Mean
Tax Break-Conservation Projects 2.30165 1.42 37/2.22 68/1.91 47/2.32 50/2.80128/2.32
Wetland Restoration Funding 1.322.34 134/2.34 32/2.31166 64/2.11 47/2.57 55/2.40
Long-term Government Easements 2.96 122/2.9151 1.17 29/3.21 61/3.02 44/3.11
153 1.27Permanent Government Easements 3.28 123/3.21 30/3.57 62/3.50 46/3.24 45/3.02
Gov. Purchase-Fair Market Value 1.643.80 125/3.91 32/3.38157 61/4.49 46/3.65 50/3.10
* Ranking scale ranging from l=most preferred to 5=least preferred.
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Attitudes on permanent government conservation
easements. In question 20, respondents were asked whether 
they favored or opposed permanent government conservation 
easements paying fair market value to wetland owners in 
exchange for development rights (question 20, Appendix A). 
Overall, the majority of the respondents indicated that 
they opposed permanent easements (124; 59.33%). Small land 
size category landowners and Cameron and Terrebonne 
landowners also expressed an opposition to permanent 
easements. Large landowners and St. Bernard landowners, 
however, expressed higher percentage responses favoring 
permanent easements (21; 48.84% and 32; 48.48%, 
respectively). The percentage of responses in each 
landowner category are included in Table 27.
Future plans for wetland acreage. Respondents were 
asked to indicate their future plans for the wetland 
acreage they own (question 21, Appendix A). Response 
choices included 1) maintain ownership, 2) sell land at 
fair market value if purchaser can be found, 3) enroll land 
in long-term or permanent easement program at fair market 
value, and 4) "other". The highest overall response was 
"maintain ownership" (162; 77.51%). The lowest overall 
response was "other" (4; 1.91%) followed by "enroll in 
long-term/permanent easement" (7; 3.35%). This held true 
for landowners in both land size categories and all three 
parishes. Overall, the primary "other" response reported
Table 27. Louisiana coastal landowners' views on permanent government easements
paying fair market value in exchange for development rights (question 20).
Conservation
Easement
_Pers£ectrv^
Land Size Category Parish
Overall Small Large Terrebonne St. BernardCameron
Favor 74/35.41 53/31.93 21/48.84 22/25.88 20/34.48 32/48.48
124/59.33Oppose 104/62.65 56/65.8820/46.51 37/63.79 31/46.97
Did Not Respond 11/ 5.26 2/4.65 1/1.72
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 85/100 56/100 66/100
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was "oil and gas development" (see Appendix H, question 
21). The percentage of responses in each landowner 
category are included in Table 28.
Future wetland use ratings. In questions 22 to 27, 
respondents were asked how economically important six 
wetland uses were to wetland landowners in the future 
(questions 22-27, Appendix A). The six wetland uses 
evaluated included 1) non-consumptive tourism uses, 2) 
waterfowl hunting lease opportunities, 3) fur trapping, 4) 
oil and gas exploration, 5) mariculture, and 6) 
recreational fishing related business enterprises. The 
rating scale used to rate each wetland use ranged from l = 
extremely important to 5 = not important. The lowest 
overall mean rating (most important future use) was 
recorded for oil and gas exploration (mean=1.58; SD=0.99) 
followed by waterfowl hunting lease opportunities 
(mean*2.90; SD-1.29). The least important wetland use 
overall was non-consumptive tourism-related uses 
(mean=4.11; SD=1.06). This held true for landowners in 
both land size categories and in the Cameron and Terrebonne 
Parishes. Oil and gas exploration also received the lowest 
overall mean rating (most important) in St. Bernard; 
however, mariculture (not waterfowl hunting lease 
opportunities) was recorded as the second most important 
future wetland use (mean 2.92; SD=1.24). The mean land use
Table 28. Louisiana coastal landowners' views on future plans for owned wetland
acreage (question 21).
Land Size Category Parish
Anticipated
UBe
Overall Small Large TerrebonneCameron St. Bernard
Maintain Ownership 162/77.51 135/81.33 27/62.79 80/94.12 49/84.48 33/50.00
Sell at Fair Market Value 26/12.44 16/9.64 10/23.26 2/2.35 4/6.90 20/30.30
Enroll in Long-term Easement 7/3.35 5/3.01 2/4.65 1/1.72 4/6.06
Other* 4/1.91 1/2.33 0/0.00 1/1.72 3/4.55
Did Not Respond 10/4.78 3/6.96 1/1.18 6/9.09
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 85/100 58/100 66/100
* The most frequent "other" response was "oil and gas development"; additional 
responses are reported in Appendix H.
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rating response for each landowner category is included in 
Table 29.
Wetland regulatory policy and "takings". Respondents 
were asked if they thought that current wetland regulatory 
policy in the U.S. may be approaching a "takings'* (the 
taking of property without just compensation) under the 5th 
Amendment of the Constitution (question 28, Appendix A). 
Response choices included yes, no, and don't know/not sure. 
Overall, the majority of the respondents reported yes (133; 
63.64%), however, 53 (25.36%) indicated that they didn't 
know or were not sure. The highest percentage of 
landowners in both land size categories and in all three 
parishes also answered yes. The percentage responses in 
each landowner category are included in Table 30.
Perceptions on allowing or not allowing traditional 
natural resource uses. In question 34 respondents were 
asked if they allow / not allow 1) sport hunting, 2) 
commercial hunting, 3) fur trapping, 4) alligator hunting,
5) recreational fishing, and/or 6) commercial fishing on 
their wetland property (question 34a-f, Appendix A) (Tables 
31-36). Overall, the highest reported use allowed was 
sport hunting (138; 66.03%); whereas, commercial fishing 
was allowed least (40; 19.14%). This trend held true for 
both land size categories and in all three parishes (Tables 
31 and 36, respectively). The majority of the large 
landowners (26; 60.47%) reported allowing commercial
Table 29. Louisiana coastal landowners' ratings of future wetland uses
(questions 22-27).
Land Size Category Parish
Future Wetland Uses Overall Small Large Cameron Terrebonne St. Bernard
n Mean* SD n / Mean n / Mean n / Mean n / Mean n / Mean
Oil & Gas Exploration (025) 204 1.58 0.99 163/1.61 41/1.44 82/1.27 58/1.66 64/1.91
Waterfowl Hunting Leases (Q23) 203 2.90 1.29 162/2.92 41/2.83 82/2.67 58/2.84 63/3.25
Fur Trapping (Q24) 204 3.02 1.33 160/2.97 41/3.22 81/2.85 57/3.21 63/3.06
Mariculture (Q26) 202 3.08 1.19 161/3.10 41/3.02 81/3.16 58/3.16 63/2.92
Recreational Fishing (Q27) 199 3.36 1.21 158/3.38 41/3.27 81/3.22 58/3.34 60/3.55
Non-consumptive Tourism (Q22) 200 4.11 1.06 159/4.06 41/4.29 81/4.30 58/3.98 61/3.98
* Rating scale ranging from l=extremely important to 5= not important.
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Table 30. Louisiana coastal landowners' views on whether current wetland regulatory 
policy in the United States may be approaching a "takings” under the 5th Amendment 
of the Constitution (question 28) .
ParishLand Size Category
Takings” Issue Overa11 
n/%
Small Terrebonne St. BernardLarge Cameron
Yes 133/63.64 100/60.24 33/76.74 54/63.53 40/68.97 39/59.09
6/7.06No 16/7.66 13/7.83 3/6.98 4/6.90 6/9.09
Don't Know/ Not Sure 53/25.36 49/29.52 4/9.30 23/27.06 13/22.41 17/9.09
Did Not Respond 7/3.35 4/2.41 3/6.98 2/2.35 1/1.72 4/6.06
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 58/100 66/10085/100
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Table 31. Louisiana coastal landowners' responses to question asking if sport hunting
is allowed on their wetland property (question 34a).
Allow 
Sport Hunting 
on Property
Land Size Category Parish
Overall Small Large Terrebonne St. BernardCameron
102/61.45Yes 36/83.72138/66.03 63/74.12 33/56.90 42/63.64
NO 46/22.01 43/25.90 3/6.98 9/10.59 19/32.76 18/27.27
Did Not Respond 25/11.96 21/12.65 13/15.29 6/10.34 6/9.09
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 58/10085/100 66/100
Table 32. Louisiana coastal landowners' responses to question asking if commercial
hunting is allowed on their wetland property (question 34b).
Land Size CategoryAllow 
Commercial Hunting 
on Property
Parish
Overall Small Terrebonne St. BernardLarge Cameron
74/35.41 26/60.47Yes 48/28.92 40/47.06 14/24.14 20/30.30
No 92/44.02 84/50.60 8/18.60 29/34.12 34/58.62 29/43.94
Did Not Respond 43/20.57 34/20.48 9/20.93 16/18.82 10/17.24 17/25.76
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 85/100 58/100 66/100
Table 33. Louisiana coastal landowners' responses to question asking if fur trapping is
allowed on their wetland property (question 34c).
Allow 
Fur Trapping 
on Property
Land Si2e Category Parish
SmallOverall
n/%
Cameron Terrebonne St. BernardLarge
Yes 112/53.59 31/72.0981/48.80 61/71.76 24/41.38 27/40.91
No 73/34.93 67/40.36 6/13.95 17/20.00 26/44.83 30/45.45
Did Not Respond 24/11.48 18/10.84 6/13.95 9/13.648/13.79
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 85/100 58/100 66/100
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Table 34. Louisiana coastal landowners' responses to question asking if alligator
hunting is allowed on their wetland property (question 34d).
Allow 
Alligator Hunting 
on Property
Land Size Category Parish
Overall
n/%
Small Large St. BernardCameron Terrebonne
127/60.77 72/84.71Yes 92/55.42 35/81.40 30/51.72 25/37.88
No 55/26.32 51/30.72 4/9.30 7/8.24 20/34.48 28/42.42
Did Not Respond 27/12.92 23/13.86 6/7.06 8/13.79 13/19.70
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 85/100 66/10058/100
Table 35. Louisiana coastal landowners' responses to question asking if recreational
fishing is allowed on their wetland property (question 34e).
Allow 
Recreational Fishing 
on Property
Land Size Category Parish
Overall Small TerrebonneLarge Cameron St. Bernard
122/58.37 88/53.01Yes 34/79.07 55/64.71 30/51.72 37/56.06
No 56/26.79 52/31.33 4/9.30 18/21.18 21/36.21 17/25.76
Did Not Respond 31/14.83 26/15.66 5/11.63 12/14.12 7/12.07 12/18.18
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 85/100 58/100 66/100
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Table 36. Louisiana coastal landowners' responses to question asking if commercial
fishing is allowed on their wetland property (question 34f).
Allow 
Commercial Fishing 
on Propert;
Yes
Overall 
n/%
40/19.14
Land Size Category
Small
n / %
25/15.06
Large
n / %
15/34.88
Parish
Cameron
n / %
16/18.82
Terrebonne 
n / %
10/17.24
St. Bernard 
n / %
14/21.21
No 122/58.37 104/62.65 18/41.86 52/61.18
Total 209/100 166/100 43/100 85/100
38/65.52
10/17.24
58/100
32/48.48
20/30.30
66/100
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hunting on their property, however, the majority of the 
small landowners (84; 50.60%) indicated that they did not 
allow this use. Additionally, the largest proportion of 
the Cameron respondents reported allowing commercial 
hunting (40; 47.36%), whereas, the largest proportion of 
Terrebonne and St. Bernard respondents indicated that they 
did not allow this use (34; 58.62% and 29; 43.94%, 
respectively) (Table 32). The highest proportion of 
landowners in the small and large land size categories (81; 
48.80% and 31; 72.09%, respectively), and in Cameron Parish 
(61; 71.76%), reported allowing fur trapping; however, the 
highest proportion of both Terrebonne and St. Bernard 
respondents reported not allowing this use (Table 33). The 
majority of the respondents in both land size groups and in 
the Cameron and Terrebonne reported allowing alligator 
hunting, however, the largest proportion of respondents in 
St. Bernard reported not allowing this use (28; 42.4 2%) 
(Table 34). The majority of the respondents in both land 
size categories and geographic regions reported allowing 
recreational fishing (Table 35).
F. Questions related to wetland quality:
Wetland acreage loss due to erosion. Respondents were 
asked to estimate how many acres of wetlands that they have 
lost due to erosion. A wetland loss percent was then 
calculated from these responses (wetlands eroded / wetlands 
owned = wetland loss percent). Overall, respondents
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reported that they lost 14.10% of their wetland holdings 
due to erosion. The time period that this loss occurred is 
assumed to be over the life of wetland ownership.
Landowners in both small and large land size categories 
reported similar loss percentages (14.93% and 14.03%, 
respectively). St. Bernard landowners, however, reported a 
higher wetland loss percentage (35.91%) than both 
Terrebonne (15.37%) and Cameron (7.20%). Wetland loss 
acres and percentages for all landowner categories are 
included in Table 37.
Landowners' wetland quality rating. Respondents were 
asked to classify or rate the overall quality or condition 
of the wetlands they own or manage based on overall 
vegetative health and stability, erosion control, saltwater 
intrusion control, etc. (question 31, Appendix A). The 
wetland quality ratings was based on a scale ranging from 1 
= very poor to 5 * excellent. The responses ranged from l 
to 5 with an overall mean rating of 2.61 (SD=1.01) (between 
somewhat poor and good). Large landowners had a higher 
mean perceived wetland quality rating (mean=2.83; SD=1.06) 
than small landowners (mean-2.55; SD-0.99). The highest 
wetland quality rating was reported in the Cameron Parish 
(mean=2.99; SD=1.06); the lowest was reported by landowners 
in St. Bernard (mean-2.19; SD—0.83). The mean responses of 
each landowner category are included in Table 38.
Table 37. Louisiana coastal landowner-reported wetland acreage loss due to erosion
(question 29).
Landowner 
Category Percentage
Overall
Small
Reporting 
Loss
85
63
Acres
Owned
745,255
58,779
105,068
8,744
14. 10
14.93
Cameron 34 522,649
96,294
37,625
14.03
7.20
Terrebonne 24 60,831 9,348 15.37
St. Bernard 27 161,775 58,095 35.91
\0
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Table 38. Louisiana coastal landowner-reported wetland quality rating (question 31).
Wetland Quality Rating
Landowner
Category
Somewhat
Poor
Very
Poor
Did Not 
Respond
Very
GoodGood Excellent
n/% n/%Mean* SD
Overall 186 2.61 1.01 27/12.92 80/38.2854/25.84 15/7.18 23/11.001 0 /4 . 7 8
Small 146 0.99 22/13.25 61/36.7546/27.71 10/6.02 20/12.057/4.22
40 2.83 1.06 5/11.63Large 8/18.60 19/44.19 5/11.63 3/6.98 3/6.98
78 2.99 1.06Cameron 8/9.41 12/14.12 39/45.88 11/12.94 7 / 8 . 2 4
2.49 0.90 8/13.79 15/25.86Terrebonne 51 24/41.38 7/12.071/1.72
11/16.672.19 0.83St. Bernard 27/40.9157 17/25.76 1/1.52 1/1.52 9/13.64
* Rating scale ranging from l=very poor to 5=excellent.
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G. Questions pertaining to issues of concern:
Wildlife refuge location perceptions. In question 32, 
respondents were asked to indicate whether they favor or 
oppose the location of a wildlife refuge adjacent to their 
property (question 32, Appendix A). In question 33, 
respondents were asked whether they favor or oppose the 
location of a refuge in the parish where their wetlands are 
located (question 33, Appendix A). Overall, the majority 
of the respondents indicated that they were in favor of 
both the location of a refuge adjacent to their wetland 
property (115; 55.02%) (Table 39) and the location of a 
refuge in the parish where they own wetlands (123; 58.85%) 
(Table 40). Landowners in both large and small land size 
categories and those Cameron and St. Bernard expressed 
similar feelings favoring wildlife refuge location. 
Respondents in St. Bernard reported the highest percentage 
favoring refuge location adjacent to their property (50, 
75.56%) (Table 39) and refuge location in the parish where 
their wetlands are located (48; 72.73%) (Table 40). While 
the majority of the Terrebonne respondents also reported 
favoring the location of a wildlife refuge in the parish 
where they own wetlands (30; 51.59%) (Table 40), the 
majority of the landowners from this parish did not favor 
the location of a refuge adjacent to their wetland property 
(30; 51.72%). The percentage of responses in each 
landowner category are included in Tables 39 and 40.
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Table 39. Louisiana coastal landowners' views on the 
location of a wildlife refuge adjancent to their 
property (question 32).
Landowner
Category
Views on Wildlife Refuge Adjacent to Property
n
Favor
n / %
Oppose
n / %
Did Not Respond 
n / %
Overall 195 115/55.02 80/38.28 14/6.70
Small 154 89/53.61 65/39.16 12/7.23
Large 41 26/60.47 15/34.88 2/4.65 
7/8.24Cameron 78 42/49.41 36/42.35
Terrebonne 55 25/43.10 30/51.72 3/5.18
St. Bernard 62 48/72.73 14/21.21 4/6.06
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Table 40. Louisiana coastal landowners' views on the 
location of a wildlife refuge in the parish where 
property is located (question 33).
Landowner
Category
Views on Wildlife Refuge in Parish
n
Favor
n / %
Oppose
n / %
Did Not Respond 
n / %
Overall 196 123/58.85 73/34.93 13/6.22
Small 156 98/59.04 58/34.94 10/6.02
Large 40 25/58.14 15/34.88 3/6.98
Cameron 78 43/50.59 35/41.18 7/8.23
Terrebonne 54 30/51.72 24/41.38 4/6.90
St. Bernard 64 50/75.76 14/21.21 2/3.03
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Important issues and/or needs facing landowners. 
Through an open-ended question, respondents were asked to 
reveal what they believe to be the most important issues 
and/or needs facing private landowners in Louisiana 
(question 37, Appendix A). Each respondent was allowed to 
list one or more individual issue/need items. Overall, a 
total of 131 landowners listed 245 individual issue/need 
responses (an average of 1.9 items per respondent). 
Respondent breakdown included 101 small landowners (185 
individual issues/needs reported) and 30 large landowners 
(60 individual issues/ needs reported) (Table 41). Fifty- 
five respondents were from Cameron Parish (93 individual 
issues/needs reported), 4 3 were from the Terrebonne Parish 
(89 individual issues/needs reported), and 33 were from 
St. Bernard Parish (63 individual issues/needs reported) 
(Table 42). Individual issues/needs listed were grouped 
into sixteen researcher determined response categories 
based on their general similarity. The sixteen response 
categories used are listed below:
1) Erosion = coastal erosion problems
2) P. rights ** private property rights
3) Econ. incen. = economic incentive programs
needed
4) Weather prot. = hurricane protection/flood
control critical
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Table 41. Louisiana coastal landowners' responses to an 
open-ended question asking for the most important issues 
and/or needs facing private landowners by landsize 
category (question 37).
Response Categories Overall Small Larqe
Private Property Rights 71 51 20
Coastal Erosion Problems 61 52 9
Ease Permit Restrictions 29 17 12
Saltwater Intrusion/Fresh. Diversions 28 23 5
Hurricane Protection/Flood Control 9 7 2
Improve Public Policy 8 6 2
Better Wetland Management 7 6 1
Promote Positive Oil & Gas Exploration 5 5 0
Address Negative Oil & Gas Impacts 5 5 0
Economic Incentives Programs Needed 4 2 2
Wetland Funding Needed 4 1 3
Address Defintion of Wetland 4 3 1
Need for Better Information 3 3 0
Property Tax Issues 3 2 1
Oyster Lease Concerns 2 0 2
Wildlife Resource Issues 2 2 0
Individual Issues by Respondents 245 105 60
Number of Respondents by Landsize 131 101 30
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Table 42. Louisiana coastal landowners1 responses to an 
open-ended question asking for the most important issues 
and/or needs facing private landowners by parish 
(question 37).
Response Categories Overall S.B. Terr. cam.
Private Property Rights 71 11 23 37
Coastal Erosion Problems 61 25 25 11
Ease Permit Restrictions 29 4 13 12
Salt. Intrusion/Freeh. Diversions 28 11 10 7
Hurricane Protection/Flood Control 9 1 4 4
Improve Public Policy 8 0 3
Better Wetland Management 7 1 3 3
Promote oil & Gas Exploration 5 2 0 3
Address Negative Oil & Gas Impacts 5 1 3 1
Economic Incentives Programs Needed 4 1 0 3
Wetland Funding Needed 4 0 0 4
Address Defintion of Wetland 4 2 1 1
Need for Better Information 3 1 1 1
Property Tax Issues 3 1 1 1
Oyster Lease Concerns 2 0 2 0
Wildlife Resource Issues 2 2 0 0
Individual Issues by Respondents 245 63 89 93
Number of Respondents by LandBize 131 33 43 55
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5) NaCl intrusion saltwater intrusion and need 
for freshwater diversions 
need to ease permit 
restrictions
address negative oil and gas 
related impacts 
need more wetland restoration 
funding
property tax issues 
wildlife and fur resource 
issues
encourage oil and gas 
development 
need wetland policy 
improvements 
need better information 
need better definition of a 
wetland
need improved wetland 
conservation and management 
private lands/oyster lease 
issues
The 24 5 individual issues/needs reported are listed 
according to the sixteen response categories by land size 
group in Table 41 and by geographic region in Table 42. 
Additionally, the 245 individual issue/need reported are
6) Ease permit
7) (-) Oil and gas
8) Wet. funding
9) Taxes
10) Wildl. res.
11) (+) Oil and gas
12) Policy impro.
13) Better info.
14) Def. of wet.
15) Better mgmt.
16) Oyster
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broken down into percentages according to the sixteen 
response categories listed above in Figure 1 (overall), 
Figure 2 (by land size group), and Figures 3-5 (by parish). 
The 245 individual issues/needs written in by the 131 
respondents to question 37 (grouped under the sixteen 
response categories) are listed in Appendix I.
Overall, the two response categories receiving the 
most frequently listed issues/needs were 1) private 
property rights (71; 28.98%) and coastal erosion (61; 
24.90%) (Tables 40 and 41; Figure 1). The property rights 
issue was also the most frequently listed concern reported 
within the large (20; 33.33%) (Figure 2) and Cameron Parish 
categories (37; 39.78%) (Figure 3). Issues/needs reported 
within the small, Terrebonne and St. Bernard Parish 
categories, however, were dominated by coastal erosion 
concerns. Coastal erosion concerns were listed most 
frequently in St. Bernard (25; 39.68%) (Figure 5). 
Evaluation of Interaction Effects
Prior to examining the main effects of the variables 
landsize, parish, and perceived quality of wetlands owned, 
the researcher examined the effects on each of the 
variables treated as dependent variables in the study in an 
analysis which allowed for the investigation of potential 
interaction effects among the three variables. For those 
variables which were measured on an interval scale (or one 
which approached an interval scale) of measurement, a two-
Figure 1. Overall percent responses to open-ended question pertaining to most
important issues/needs facing wetland landowners (question 37).
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Figure 2. Responses to open-ended question pertaining to most important issues/needs
facing wetland landowners by landsize category {question 37).
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Figure 3. Cameron Parish responses to open-ended question pertaining to most
important issues/needs facing wetland landowners {question 37).
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Figure 4. Terrebonne Parish responses to open-ended question pertaining to most
important issues/needs facing wetland landowners (question 37).
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Figure 5. St. Bernard Parish responses to open-ended question pertaining to most
important issues/needs facing wetland landowners (question 37).
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factor analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was employed, with 
parish and landsize used as the two factors and perceived 
quality of wetlands as the covariate. These results are 
presented in Table 43. For variables which were measured 
on a nominal scale of measurement, the statistical 
procedure used was a discriminant analysis with the 
variables perceived quality of wetlands, landsize, and 
parish included as the independent variables for each of 
the appropriate dependent variables. For each of the 
discriminant analyses computed, the Tau statistic was 
calculated to determine the substantive significance of the 
analysis. A computed Tau value of 25.0% or greater is 
typically considered a substantively significant increase 
in ability to correctly classify cases. The results of 
these tests is presented in Table 44. These procedures 
(ANCOVA and discriminant analysis) resulted in a total of 
31 tests. Since the primary purpose of this analysis is to 
ascertain if interaction and/or cumulative effects existed 
in the dependent variable measures among the designated 
independent variables, the data presented in the two 
respective tables relate primarily to these effects. Where 
significant interaction and/or cumulative effects were 
identified, a detailed presentation of the test results was 
presented and discussed appropriately.
Only one of the analysis of covariance tests resulted 
in a significant interaction effect (Table 45). This
Table 43. Two factor analysis of covariance with parish and landsize used as the two 
factors and perceived wetland quality as the covariate.
Dependent Variable Covariate Main Effect Interaction Effect
Federal Section 404 Permit Program Rating .18/.67 1.72/.17 .06/.94
Coastal Use Permit(CUP) Program Rating .27/.60 2.16/.10 .62/.34
EPA Receptiveness Ranking 3.27/.08 3.72/.01 1.18/.31
FWS Receptiveness Ranking .18/.67 .21/.88 1.78/.17
SCS(NRCS) Receptiveness Ranking .17/.68 6.11/.01 .47/.63
COE Receptiveness Ranking 1.14/.29 .50/.68 .58/.56
NMFS Receptiveness Ranking 2.41/.12 .97/.41 1.12/.33
Tax Breaks for Conservation Projects 3.58/.06 2.61/.06 1.31/.27
Long-term Government Easements 3.35/.07 1.51/.21 1.72/.18
Permanent Government Easements 6.63/.01 1.29/.28 .07/.93
Wetland Restoration Funding .87/.35 2.21/.09 .18/.84
Government Purchase at Fair Market Value .01/.94 9.05/.01 2.93/.07
LDNR-CMD Receptiveness Ranking 2.99/.09 2.64/.06 3.63/.03
LDEQ Receptiveness Ranking .80/.37 1.56/.20 .05/.95
LDWF Receptiveness Ranking .04/.85 .20/.90 2.14/.12
LDAF Receptiveness Ranking .01/.91 3.06/.03 .11/.90
LDHH Receptiveness Ranking .11/.74 4.41/.06 1.69/.19
Table 44. Discriminant analysis with variables perceived wetland quality, landsize, 
and parish included as independent variables.
Wetland Regulatory Polic 
Federal Section 404 Permit Applied For
Wilk's Lambda
0.85 21.4
Federal Section 404 Permit Denied 0.90 12.2 3b
La. Coastal Use Permit (CUP) Applied For 0.84 23.3 4a
La. Coastal Use Permit (CUP) Denied 0.89 22.1 4b
Problem with Federal Section 404 Permit 0.88 11.2
Problem with Coastal Use Permit (CUP) 0.94 9.6
Federal Agency Responsible for 404 Permit 0.89 9.3
Move 404 Permit to State Authority 0.97 11.2 8
State Agency Responsible for 404 Permit 0.92 11.2
Federal Agency Determining Wetland 0.90 15.2 10
Permanent Government Easements 0.94 18.2 20
Regulatory Policy Approaching "takings” 0.95 14.5 28
Wildlife Refuge Adjacent to Property 0.92 17.6 32
Wildlife Refuge in Parish 0.95 10.5 33
117
Table 4 5. Analysis of covariance of respondents' 
receptiveness ranking of the Louisiana Department of 
Natural Resources by landsize and parish with 
perceived wetland quality.
fsource of Variation df ss F Sig. |
Bcovariate
|(Perceived Quality) 1 5.522 2 . 993
O
*
o
Main Effects 3 14.591 2 . 636 0 . 06
Parish 2 13.771 3 .732 0. 031
| Size 1 2 . 008 1. 088 0.30
Parish x size 
Interaction 2 13.404 3 . 633 0.03
Error 138 254.593
((Total 144 288.110
Note: Rating scale values: 1= most receptive to
5=least receptive.
Group means:
Cameron— Small (2.81; n=52)
Large <3.73; n=15)
Terrebonne— Small (2.44; n=3 2}
Large (3.20; n=5)
St. Bernard— Small (2.44; n=27)
Large <1.79; n=14)
118
variable was the mean receptiveness ranking of the 
Department of Natural Resources - Coastal Management 
Division (DNR-CMD). Examination of these data reveal that 
the nature of the interaction was such that large 
landowners in St. Bernard Parish had a higher receptiveness 
ranking for DNR than did small landowners, while in both 
Terrebonne and Cameron Parishes, the small landowners 
indicated a higher receptiveness ranking for DNR than did 
large landowners (Table 45).
Regarding the results of the discriminant analysis 
conducted on nominal dependent variables, there were no 
tests for which a significant Tau value was found. This 
indicates that the three identified independent variables 
did not significantly increase the researcher's ability to 
accurately classify respondents on the respective nominal 
dependent variables.
Because of the sparsity of significant interaction 
effects identified through the two-factor analysis of 
covariance test conducted (only one significant finding) 
and the lack of significant cumulative effects identified 
through discriminant analysis tests conducted (none found), 
and since the original purpose of this study was 
exploratory in nature, the remainder of the findings of the 
study are presented based on the appropriate univariate 
tests. The only exception to this is regarding the one 
variable for which a significant interaction was found (DNR
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receptive ranking). The nature of this interaction will be 
appropriately presented when the univariate test results 
are reported.
Objective 2 Findings
The second objective of the study was to determine if 
there was a relationship between the perceived quality or 
condition of a landowners' wetland acreage and landowners' 
perspectives regarding wetland regulatory policy. This 
objective was accomplished by determining if a relationship 
existed between the responses to the item which asked 
respondents to rate the overall quality of their wetlands 
and each of the 17 policy items included in the survey.
When broken out into subgroups, a total of 31 policy 
variables were actually evaluated in the study.
A. Questions treated as interval data:
Interval data included questions 1, 2, 12, 13 and 19.
Questions 12, 13, and 19) included the ranking of five sub­
parts, therefore, these questions yielded five mean rank 
sub-scores. This resulted in a total of 17 Pearson Product 
Moment correlation coefficients calculated to accomplish 
this part of objective two. These coefficients are 
presented in Table 46.
Three of the mean rank sub-scores {questions 19c, 19a, 
and 19b) were found to be significantly related to the 
perceived measure of overall wetland quality. The item 
which was most highly related to perceived wetland quality
Table 46. Relationship between the perceived quality or condition of wetland property 
(question 31} and wetland regulatory policy perceptions.
Wetland Regulatory Policy n r* Description ** Question #
Permanent Government Easements 143 0. 21 0.01 Low 19c
Tax Breaks for Conservation Projects 156 -0. 17 0.04 Low 19a
Long-term Government Easements 141 0.17 0.05 Low 19b
EPA Receptiveness Ranking 147 0.15 0.08 Low 12a
LDKR-CMD Receptiveness Ranking 145 0.14 0.10 Low 13a
NMFS Receptiveness Ranking 148 0.13 0.12 Low 12e
COE Receptiveness Ranking 150 0.09 0.28 Negligible I2d
LDEQ Receptiveness Ranking 144 0.08 0.37 Negligible 13b
Wetland Restoration Funding 153 0.08 0.35 Negligible 19d
Federal Section 404 Permit Program Rating 136 0.05 0.68 Negligible 1
FWS Receptiveness Ranking 150 0.04 0.67 Negligible 12b
SCS(NRCS) Receptiveness Ranking 149 0.03 0.69 Negligible 12c
Coastal Use Permit(CUP) Program Rating 128 0.03 0.60 Negligible 2
LDHH Receptiveness Ranking 140 0.03 0.75 Negligible 13e
LDWF Receptiveness Ranking 146 0.02 0.85 Negligible 13c
LDAF Receptiveness Ranking 147 0.01 0.91 Negligible 13d
Government Purchase at Fair Market Value 146 0.01 0.95 Negligible 19e
* Pearson's product movement correlation coefficient. 
** Based on Davis descriptors.
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was mean rank of permanent government easement paid on 
wetland acreage in exchange for development restrictions 
(question 19). This relationship (£ = .21, p =.01) was 
such that higher perceived quality of wetlands tended to be 
associated with lower rankings (lower preference 
perceptions) regarding permanent easements. Using 
descriptors developed by Oavis, this correlation 
coefficient was described as a low association (Davis 
1971).
The item which had the second highest relationship to 
perceived wetland quality was mean rank of tax breaks for 
voluntary wetland conservation projects implemented 
(question 19). This relationship {£ = -.17, p =.04) was 
such that higher perceived quality of wetlands tended to be 
associated with higher rankings (higher preference 
perceptions) regarding tax breaks. Using Davis' 
descriptors, this correlation coefficient was described as 
a low association.
The item which had the third highest relationship to 
perceived wetland quality was mean rank of long-term 
government easements paid on wetland acreage in exchange 
for development restrictions (question 19). This 
relationship (r * .17, p =.05) was such that higher 
perceived quality of wetlands tended to be associated with 
lower rankings (lower preference perceptions) regarding
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long-term easements. Using Davis' descriptors, this 
correlation coefficient was described as a low association.
B. Questions measured on a dichotomous categorical scale: 
For items which were measured on a dichotomous
categorical scale (questions 3, 4, 8, 20, 32, and 33), the 
t-test was used to determine if differences existed between 
the categories of the variables in the perceived overall 
quality of wetlands. Two of the items in this group 
(questions 3 and 4) also included two sub-parts each, 
therefore, a total of eight comparisons were made to 
accomplish this part of objective two. T-test results for 
these items are presented in Table 47.
The item which was found to have the greatest 
difference in perceived overall quality of wetlands among 
its categories was question 4a which asked coastal 
landowners if they had ever applied for a state Coastal 
Zone Management - Coastal Use Permit (CUP). The nature of 
this difference was such that those respondents who 
indicated that they had applied for a CUP had a higher 
perceived wetland quality than those that had not applied 
(t (df=156) = 2.14, p =.03). None of the remaining 
differences were significant (see Table 47).
C. Questions with more than two categorical variables:
For variables with more than two categories for
comparison (questions 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, and 28), one-
Table 47. Comparison of mean perceived overall wetland quality rating (question 31)
for respondents to dichotomous categorical scale wetland regulatory policy variables.
Wetland Regulatory Policy Item 
La. Coastal Use Permit Applied For
eation
47Yea
111 2.53 0.96No
Federal Sect. 404 Permit Applied For 2.7556 1.13Yea
112 2.54 0.96No
Wildlife Refuge Adjacent to Property 107 2. 53 0.91
No 75 1.15
Wildlife Refuge in Parish 112 2.54Yes 0.94
33
2.7069 1.14NO
Federal Section 404 Permit Denied 2.91 1.13Yea 23
3b
2.6332 1.01No
Move 404 Permit to State Authority 114 2.63 1.07
0.69
0.872. 75No 55
Coaatal Uae Permit (CUP) Denied 2.80 1.32Yee 10
0.34 0.73 4b
2.95 1.15No
2.62Permanent Government Easements 1.04Yes 65
0.02 20
116 2.61 1.01No
* Wetland quality ratings ranging from l=very poor to 5=excellent.
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way ANOVA was used to determine if differences existed in 
the overall measure of perceived wetland quality by the 
categories of each of the variables. Of the six variables 
which were in this group, no significant differences were 
identified, indicating that there was no association 
between any of the variables and the respondents' 
perception of the quality of their wetlands (see Table 48). 
Objective 3 Findings
The third objective of the study was to compare the wetland 
regulatory policy perceptions of small coastal landowners 
and large coastal landowners. The independent variable was 
landowner size category and the dependent variable was 
wetland regulatory policy perceptions.
A. Questions comparing means of two land size groups:
A t-test was used to compare the means of the two land 
size groups for items 1, 2, 12, 13, and 19. Three of the 
items (questions 12, 13 and 19) included five sub-parts, 
therefore, a total of 17 comparisons were made to 
accomplish this part of objective three. T-test results 
for these items are presented in Table 49.
Significant differences were found between five 
wetland regulatory policy items by categories of land size. 
The item which was found to have the greatest significant 
difference was question 12a which represented the mean 
ranking of EPA (when compared to four other federal 
agencies) regarding how receptive they are toward private
Table 48. Comparison of mean perceived overall wetland quality rating* (question 31) for
specific wetland regulatory policy variables with more than two categories.
Wetland Regulatory Policy Item n df F Question
Federal Agency Determining Wetland 169 4 2. 12 0.08 10
State Agency Responsible for 404 Permit 114 4 1.71 0.15 9
Problem with Coastal Use Permit (CUP) 141 4 1.38 0.25 6
Federal Agency Responsible for 404 Permit 166 4 1.21 0.31 7
Regulatory Policy Approaching "taking" 184 4 0.97 0.42 28
Problem with Federal Section 404 Permit 138 4 0. 32 0.86 5
* Wetland quality scale ranging from l=very poor to 5=excellent.
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Table 49. Comparison of dichotomous categorical wetland 
regulatory policy perceptions for Louisiana coastal 
landowners' by landsize category.
Wetland Regulatory Policy Item n Mean t p Question
EPA Receptivenees Ranking (s>
(L)
119 3.82
-3 .00 0.003 12a
34 4. 38
CUP Program Rating (S)
(L)
101 2. 12
-2 . 51 0. 01 2
32 2.59
LDAF Receptiveness Ranking (S)
(L)
119 2. 45
2 . 50 0.02 13d
35 1.94
SCS(NRCS) Receptivenese Ranking(S)
(L)
120 2.03
2 . 32 0. 02 12c
35 1. 57
DHH Receptivenese Ranking (S)
(L)
114 4.28
2.25 0.03 13e
32 3.59
Long-term Government Easements (S)
(L)
122 2.90
-1.91 0. 24 19b
29 3.21
DEQ Receptivenese Ranking (S)
(L)
116 3.55
-1. 78 0. 08 13b
34 3.88
NMFS Receptiveness Ranking (S)
{L>
120 2 .66
-1. 76 0.08 12e
34 2 .85
Sect. 404 Permit Program Rating(S)
(L)
105 2 .01
-1.62 0.11 1
36 2 .31
(table cont.)
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Wetland Regulatory Policy Item n Mean t p Question
Gov't. Purchase-Fair Mkt. Value(S)
(L)
125 3.91
1.51 0.14 19e
32 3. 38
Permanent Government Easements (S)
(L)
123 3. 34
-1. 44 0. 16 19c
32 2.31
DNR Receptiveness Ranking (S)
(M
117 2.66
-0. 68 0. 50 13a
34 2.85
COE Receptiveness Ranking (S)
<M
123 3.01
0. 66 0. 52 12d
34 2.82
Tax Break-Conservation Project (S)
(L)
128 2.32
0.40 0.69 19a
37 2.22
FWS Receptiveness Ranking (S)
IM
122 2.71
0. 26 0. 79 12b
35 2.77
Wetland Restoration Funding (S)
(L)
134 2.34
0. 13 0.90 19d
32 2.31
LDWF Receptiveness Ranking (S)
(L)
119 2.45
0.08 0.94 13c
35 2.43
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landowners' goals and objectives. A 1 represented the 
highest receptiveness among the agencies and a 5 
represented the lowest receptiveness. The nature of the 
difference was such that small land size group landowners 
expressed a higher receptiveness ranking for EPA than did 
large land size group landowners (£ (df=151) =*-3.o , p =.003) 
(Table 49). The item with the second greatest significant 
difference was question 2 which represented the mean rating 
of the state Coastal Zone Management wetland permitting 
program (CUP), administered by the Louisiana Department of 
Natural Resources. The rating scale ranged from 1 = very 
poor to 5 * excellent. Response category six (not familiar 
with the program) was not included when the mean rating was 
determined and compared for this item. The nature of the 
difference was such that small landowners indicated a lower 
CUP rating than did large landowners (t (df=13l)=-2.51, p 
=.01) (Table 49).
The mean receptiveness rankings for the Louisiana 
Department of Agriculture and Forestry (LDAF) (question 
13d), scs (NRCS) (question 12c), and the Louisiana 
Department of Health and Hospitals (DHH) (question I3e) 
were also found to be significantly different ((t 
(df=152)=2.50, fi =.02); (£ (df=153)=2.32, p =.02); and (t 
(df=144)— 2 .25, p =.03), respectively) (Table 49). The 
nature of these differences was such that small landowners
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expressed lower receptiveness rankings for LDAF, SCS 
(NRCS), and DHH than did large landowners.
B. Categorical wetland regulatory policy item 
comparisons:
A chi-square test of independence was used to 
determine if the categorical wetland regulatory policy 
items (questions 3a, 3b, 4a, 4b, 5, e, 7, 8, 9, 10, 20, 28, 
32, and 33) were independent of the variable land size. 
Chi-square test results for these items indicated four 
significant values (see Table 50). The first of these 
variables was the question asking whether or not a 
landowner had ever applied for a federal Section 4 04 
wetland permit (question 3a) (chi-square (1)*21.94, p 
=.001). Examination of the cross-tabulation table reveals 
that the majority of the small landowners (77.3%) indicated 
that they had not applied for a permit, whereas the 
majority of the large landowners (62.2%) reported that they 
had applied for a permit (see Table 51).
The second significant chi-square value was 
represented by question 4a asking whether or not a 
landowner had ever applied for a state Coastal Zone 
Management - Coastal Use Permit (CUP) (chi-square 
(1)=20.64, £ =.001) (Table 50). Analysis of the cross­
tabulation table indicates that the majority of the small 
landowners (80.69%) never applied for a CUP, although a
Table 50. Comparison of multi-category wetland regulatory policy variables by 
landsize category.
Wetland Regulatory Polic Chi-sauare Question
Federal Section 404 Permit Applied For 21.94 0.001
La. Coastal Use Permit (CUP) Applied For 20.64 0.001 4a
Regulatory Policy Approaching "takings” 7. 13 0.03 28
Permanent Government Easements 4.24 0.04 20
Federal Agency Responsible for 404 Permit 8.98 0.11
Coastal Use Permit (CUP) Denied 2.44 0.12 4b
Problem with Federal Section 404 Permit 6.52 0.16
Federal Agency Determining Wetland 6.70 0.24 10
Problem with Coastal Use Permit (CUP) 5.37 0.25
Wildlife Refuge Adjacent to Property 0.42 0. 52 32
State Agency Responsible for 404 Permit 3.00 0.56
Federal Section 404 Permit Denied 0.02 0.88 3b
Wildlife Refuge in Parish 0.001 0.97 33
Move 404 Permit to State Authority 0.001 0.98
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Table 51. Cross-tabulation table of whether a federal 
Section 404 permit had ever been applied for by 
landsize category* (question 3a).
Applied for a Federal 
Section 404 Permit
Landsize Category
Small Large
Yes n 35 23
% 22.73% 62.16%
No n 119 14
% 77.27% 37.84%
TOTAL n 154 37
% 100.00% 100.00%
* Chi-Square= 21.94 , df=1 , p=.001 .
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majority of the large landowners (57.14%) reported that 
they had applied (Table 52).
The third significant wetland regulatory policy item 
found not independent of the variable land size was 
question 28 asking landowners if they think that wetland 
regulatory policy in the U.S. may be approaching a 
"takings" under the 5th Amendment of the Constitution (chi- 
square (2)«7.13, p *.03) (Table 50). The nature of this 
association was such that a higher proportion of the small 
landowners (30.2 5%) indicated that they were not sure about 
this issue, whereas only ten percent of the large 
landowners reported this response. Additionally, a larger 
proportion of the large landowners (82.5%) reported wetland 
regulatory policy was approaching a "takings". In the 
small landowner size category, a smaller proportion 
(61.73%) reported yes to this question (Table 53).
The fourth significant chi-square value was 
represented by question 20 asking landowners if they favor 
permanent government easements paying fair market value in 
exchange for development rights (chi-square (1)= 4.24, p 
=.04) (Table 50). Examination of the cross-tabulation 
table reveals that the majority of the small landowners 
(66.24%) did not favor permanent government easements, 
whereas the majority of the large landowners (51.22%) 
indicated that they did favor permanent easements (Table 
54) .
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Table 52. Cross-tabulation table of whether a Louisiana 
Coastal Zone Management - Coastal Use Permit (CUP) had 
ever been applied for landsize category* (question 4a).
Applied for a State CZM-CUP Landsize Category
Small Large
Yes n 28 20
% 19.31% 57. 14%
No n 117 15
% 80.69% 42.86%
TOTAL n 145 35
% 100.00% 100.00%
* Chi-Square= 20.64 , df=1 , p=,001 .
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Table 53. Cross-tabulation table of whether landowners 
think that current wetland regulatory policy in the 
United States may be approaching a "takings'* under the 
5th Amendment of the Constitution by landsize category* 
(question 28).
"Takings" issue
Landsize Category
Small Large
Yes n 100 33
% 0.6173 0.825
No n 13 3
% 8 .02% 7. 50%
Don’t Know / Not Sure n 49 4
% 30.25% 10.00%
TOTAL n 162 40
% 100.00% 100.00%
* Chi-Square= 7.13 , df = 2 , p=.03 .
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Table 54. Cross-tabulation table of whether landowners 
favor permanent government easements paying fair market 
value in exchange for development rights by landsize 
category* {question 20).
Perceptions on 
Permanent Easements
Landsize Category
Small Large
Favor n 53 21
% 33.76% 51. 22%
Oppose n 104 20
% 66.24% 48.76%
TOTAL n 157 41
% 100.00% 100.00%
* Chi-Square=4.24 , df=l , p=.04
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Objective 4 rinding*
The fourth objective of the study was to compare the 
perspectives of landowners from Cameron, Terrebonne, and 
St. Bernard Parishes regarding their perceptions of wetland 
regulatory policy in coastal Louisiana. The independent 
variable was parish of wetland ownership and the dependent 
variable was landowner regulatory policy perceptions.
A. Questions comparing variable means:
For interval data questions where variable means were 
compared (questions 1, 2, 12, 13, and 19), one-way ANOVA
was used to determine if wetland regulatory policy 
perceptions were different among parishes. Three of these 
questions (questions 12, 13, and 19) included the ranking 
of five sub-parts. Therefore, each question yielded five 
mean rank sub-scores. This resulted in the calculation of 
17 different ANOVA's to accomplish this part of objective 
four (see Table 55). Where significant differences were 
found between parishes (groups), a Tukey's post hoc follow- 
up test was conducted to determine significant differences 
between pairwise comparisons.
Six of the comparisons were found to be significantly 
different. The item showing the greatest differences 
between groups was the mean rank of the option "outright 
government purchase of private wetlands at fair market" 
when viewed as a potential government assistance program 
for coastal landowners (question 19e) (£ = 11.50, p =.001).
Table 55. Comparison of mean wetland regulatory policy perceptions (measured as
interval data) by parish.
Wetland Regulatory Policy 
Government Purchase at Pair Market Value (a)
n»
157
df
2
F
11.50 0.001
Question 
19e
Tax Breaks for Voluntary Conservation (a) 165 2 5.95 0.003 19a
LDNR Receptiveness Rankinq (b) 151 2 3.96 0.02 13a
SCS (NRCS) Receptiveness Rankinq(c) 155 2 3.27 0.04 12c
EPA Receptiveness Rankinq (c) 153 2 3.08 0.05 12a
La. Coastal Use Permit (CUP) Proqram Rating (d) 133 2 3.12 0.05 2
LDEQ Receptiveness Rankinq (b) 150 2 2.67 0.07 13b
Permanent Government Easements (a) 153 2 1.91 0.15 19c
Direct Wetland Restoration Funds (a) 166 2 1.80 0.17 19d
LDHH Receptiveness Rankinq (b) 146 2 1.62 0.20 13e
LDAP Receptiveness Rankinq (b) 154 2 1.55 0.22 13d
Federal 404 Permit Proqram Rating 141 2 1.53 0.22 1
Lonq-Term Government Easements (a) 151 2 1.29 0.28 19b
LDWF Receptiveness Rankinq (b) 154 2 0.85 0.43 13c
COE Receptiveness Ranking (c) 157 2 0.72 0.49 12d
NMFS Receptiveness Rankinq (c) 154 2 0.70 0.49 12e
FWS ReceptivenesB Rankinq (c) 157 2 0.45 0.64 12b
* Landowners responding to specific wetland regulatory policy item.
(a) Geographic region means reported in Table 26.
(b) Geographic region means reported in Table 20.
(c) Geographic region means reported in Table 19.
(d) Geographic region means reported in Table 7.
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A post hoc Tukey's analysis was calculated to determine 
where the difference between parishes occurred. Results 
indicated that Cameron respondents reported significantly 
lower preference rankings (mean=4. 49, SD=1.23) for the 
"outright government purchase..." option than both 
Terrebonne (mean=3.65, SD= l.68) and St. Bernard 
(mean=3.10, SD= 1.74) respondents (see Tables 55 and 56) 
(l=most preferred and 5=least preferred).
The second significantly different item was the mean 
rank of the option "tax breaks for voluntary wetland 
conservation projects implemented" when viewed as a 
potential government assistance program for coastal 
landowners (question 19a) {£ =*= 5.95, p =.003). A Tukey's
post hoc follow-up test indicated significant differences 
between Cameron and St. Bernard landowners (see Table 55 
and 57). Cameron respondents reported significantly higher 
preference rankings (mean=l.91, SD= 1.19) for the "tax 
break..." option than St. Bernard landowners (mean= 2.80, 
SD= 1.48) (l=most preferred and 5=least preferred).
The third significantly different item (£ = 3.96, p 
=.02) was the mean rank of the Louisiana Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) regarding how receptive they are 
toward private coastal wetland landowners* goals and 
objectives (question 13a) (1= most receptive and 5=least
receptive). A Tukey's post hoc follow-up test indicated a 
significant difference existed between Cameron landowners
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Table 56. Analysis of variance of respondents'
ranking of government purchase-government assistance
program option by parish (question I9e).
Source df ss F* P
fBetween Groups 2 54 .70 11.50 0.001
Within Groups 154 366.18
Total 158 420.88
Note: Ranking scale values: 1= most preferred to
5=least preferred.
Group means: Cameron=4.49 (SD=1.23); Terrebonne=3.65 
{SD=l.68) ; and St. Bernard=3.l0 (SD=1.74).
* Tukey's Post Hoc follow-up test revealed
Cameron > Terrebonne and Cameron > St. Bernard.
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Table 57. Analysis of variance of respondents'
ranking of tax breaks-government assistance program
option by parish (question 19a).
Source df ss
Between Groups 22.77 5.95 0. 003
Within Groups 162 309.68
Total 164 332.45
Note: Ranking scale values: 1= most preferred to
5=least preferred.
Group means: Cameron=l.91 (SD=1.19); Terrebonne=2.32 
(SD=1.91); and St. Bernard=2.80 (SD=1.48).
* Tukey's Post Hoc follow-up test revealed
Cameron > St. Bernard.
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and St. Bernard landowners (see Table 55 and 58). Cameron 
landowners reported significantly lower perceived 
receptiveness rankings for DNR (mean-3.04, SD=1.39) than 
did St. Bernard landowners (mean=2.34, SD=1.36). As 
discussed earlier, a significant interaction effect was 
found for this variable when a two-factor analysis of 
covariance was employed (parish and landsize category used 
as the two factors and perceived wetland quality as the 
covariate). The nature of the interaction was such that 
large landowners in St. Bernard parish had a higher 
receptiveness ranking for DNR than did small St. Bernard 
landowners, while in both Cameron and Terrebonne Parishes, 
the opposite was true - small landowners had a higher DNR 
receptiveness ranking than did large landowners (Tables 43 
and 45).
The fourth significantly different item (£ = 3.27, p 
=.04) was the mean rank of SCS (NRCS) regarding their 
receptiveness toward private coastal wetland landowners' 
goals and objectives (question 12c) {l=most receptive and
5=least receptive). A Tukey's post hoc follow-up test did 
not result in any significant differences; however, when 
the mean responses by parish were compared, it appears that 
Cameron (mean=1.79, SD=1.15) and Terrebonne (mean=1.73, 
SD=1.20) landowners reported higher perceived receptiveness 
rankings for SCS (NRCS) than did St. Bernard landowners 
(mean*2.33, SD-1.36) (Table 55 and 59).
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Table 58. Analysis of variance of respondents'
receptiveness ranking of the Louisiana Department of
Natural Resources by parish (question 13a).
dfSource F*ss
Between Group 15.33 3 . 96 0.02
Within Group 286.26162
Total 164 301.59
Note: Ranking scale values: 1= most receptive to
5=least receptive.
Group means: Cameron=3.04 (SD=1.39); Terrebonne=2.50 
{SD=1.43); and St. Bernard=2.34 (SD=1.36).
* Tukey's Post Hoc follow-up test revealed
Cameron < St. Bernard.
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Table 59. Analysis of variance of respondents'
receptiveness ranking of the Soil Conservation
Service (NRCS) by parish (question 12c).
Source df ss F*
P
iBetween Groups 2 9.78 3 . 27 0.04
Within Groups 152 227.29
[Total 154 237.07
Note: Ranking scale values: 1= most receptive to
5=least receptive.
Group means: Cameron=1.79 (SD=1.15); Terrebonne=l.73 
(SD=1.20); and St. Bernard=2.3 3 (SD=1.36).
* Tukey's Post Hoc follow-up test revealed no 
significant differences.
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The fifth significantly different item (Z = 3.08, p 
=.05) was the mean rank of EPA regarding how receptive they 
are toward private coastal wetland landowners' goals and 
objectives (question 12a) (l=most receptive and 5=least 
receptive). ANOVA results for this item are summarized in 
Tables 55 and 60. A Tukey's post hoc follow up test 
indicated a significant difference existed between 
Terrebonne landowners and St. Bernard landowners (Table 
60). Terrebonne landowners (mean=4.3i, SD=1.10) reported 
significantly lower perceived receptiveness rankings for 
EPA than did St. Bernard landowners (mean=3.60, SD=1.53).
The last significantly different item (£ = 3.12, p 
=.05) was the mean rating of the state Coastal Zone 
Management wetland permitting program (question 2) (l=very 
poor and 5=excellent). Respondents selecting the sixth 
option listed for this question ("not familiar with the 
program") were excluded when means were calculated for this 
analysis. ANOVA results for this item are summarized in 
Tables 55 and 61. A Tukey's post hoc test indicated a 
significant difference existed between Cameron landowners 
and St. Bernard landowners. Cameron landowners (mean=2.09, 
SD-.95) reported significantly lower ratings for the state 
Coastal Zone Management wetland permitting program than did 
St. Bernard landowners (mean=2.56, SD=.91) (Table 61).
B. Categorical wetland regulatory policy item 
comparisons:
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Table 60. Analysis of variance of respondents'
receptiveness ranking of the Environmental Protection
Agency by parish (question 12a).
dfSource F*ss
Between Group 10. 11 3.08 0.05
within Groups 150 246.36
Total 152 256.47
Note: Ranking scale values: 1= most receptive to
5=least receptive.
Group means: Cameron=3.94 (SD=1.21); Terrebonne=4.31 
(SD=1.10); and St. Bernard=3.60 (SD-1.53).
* Tukey's Post Hoc follow-up test revealed
Terrebonne < St. Bernard.
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Table 61. Analysis of variance of respondents'
rating of Louisiana's Coastal Zone Management wetland
permitting program by parish (question 2).
Source df F*ss
Between Group 3.12 0 . 05
Within Groups 130 108.57
Total 132 113.78
Note: Rating scale values: 1= very poor to 5=
excellent.
Group means: Cameron=2.09 (SD=.95); Terrebonne=2.15 
(SD=.83); and St. Bernard=2.56 (SD=.91).
* Tukey's Post Hoc follow-up test revealed
Cameron < St. Bernard.
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A chi-square test of independence was used to 
determine if categorical wetland regulatory policy items 
(questions 3a, 3b, 4a, 4b, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 20, 28, 32, 
and 33) were independent of the variable parish. Chi- 
square test results for these items indicated nine 
significant values (see table 62).
The most significant chi-square value resulted from 
question 32 which asked landowners if they favor or oppose 
the location of a wildlife refuge adjacent to their 
property (chi-square (2)= 13.72, g =.001) (Table 62). 
Examination of the cross-tabulation table reveals that over 
three-fourths (77.42%) of the St. Bernard respondents 
favored a refuge location adjacent to their wetlands, 
whereas, only about one-half (53.85%) of the Cameron 
landowners reported a favorable response. The majority of 
the Terrebonne respondents (54.55%), however, opposed the 
location of a wildlife refuge adjacent to their property 
(Table 63).
The second significant chi-square value resulted from 
question 7 which asked landowners who they think should be 
the primary federal agency responsible for wetland 
permitting (chi-square (8)= 21.66, g =.01) (Table 62). 
Examination of the cross-tabulation table indicates that a 
higher percentage of Cameron landowners (51.39%) selected 
SCS (NRCS) than both the Terrebonne (33.33%) and St.
Bernard (34.48%) landowners (Table 64). Additionally,
Table 62. Comparison of multi-category wetland regulatory policy perceptions by
parish.
Wetland Regulatory Policy Chi-Sguare df Question
Wildlife Refuge Adjacent to Property 13.72 2 0.001 32
Federal Wetland Permitting Agency (a) 21.66 8 0.01 7
La. Coastal Use Permit (CUP) Applied For 10.23 2 0.01 4a
Federal Wetland Determining Agency (b) 19.09 8 0.01 10
Wildlife Refuge in Parish 9.61 2 0.01 33
Permanent Government Easements 7.78 2 0.02 20
Federal Section 404 Permit Denied 7.29 2 0.03 3b
Federal Section 404 Permit Applied For 6.33 2 0.04 3a
State Agency Responsible for 404 Permit(c) 12.85 6 0.05 9
Coastal Use Permit (CUP) Problem Causes 14.81 8 0.06 6
Move 404 Permit to State Authority 4.80 2 0.09 8
Coastal Use Permit (CUP) Denied 3.25 2 0.20 4b
Federal Section 404 Permit Problem Causes 9.87 8 0.27 5
Regulatory Policy Approaching “Takings" 0.96 4 0.92 28
(a) The NMFS category was excluded from the analysis because only 2 respondents 
selected this agency.
(b) The NMFS Category was excluded from the analysis because only 1 respondent 
selected this agency.
(c) The Department of Environmental Quality, Department of Health and Hospitals 
and "other" responses were combined into one grouping due to low responses.
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Table 63. Cross-tabulation table of whether landowners 
favor or oppose the location of a wildlife refuge adjacent 
to their property by parish* (question 32).
Property Adjacent to Parish
Wildlife Refuge Cameron Terrebonne St. Bernard
Favor n 42 25 46
% 53.85% 45.45% 77.42%
Oppose n 36 30 14
% 46.15% 54.55% 22.58%
TOTAL n 78 55 62
% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
* Chi-Square= 13.72 , df=2 , p=.001 .
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Table 64. Cross-tabulation table of which federal 
agency should be responsible for wetland permitting 
by parish* (question 7).
Primary Parish
Federal Agency** Cameron Terrebonne St. Bernard
Environmental Protection n 3 2 10
Agency % 4 . 17% 3 . 92% 17.24%
Army Corps of n 15 13 16
Engineers % 20.83% 25.49% 27.59%
Soil Conservation n 37 17 20
Service « 51.39% 33.33% 34.48%
Fish & Wildlife n 11 5 6
Service % 15.28% 9.80% 10.34%
Other n 6 14 6
% 8 .33% 27.45% 10.34%
TOTAL n 72 51 58
% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
* Chi-Square= 21.66, df=8, p=.01.
** The National Marine Fisheries Service category was 
excluded from the analysis because only 2 respondents 
selected this agency.
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Terrebonne landowners selected "other" (primarily listing 
"don't know") more often (27.4 5%) than both Cameron (8.33%) 
and St. Bernard (10.34%) region landowners; and a higher 
percentage of St. Bernard landowners (17.24%) selected EPA 
than both Cameron (4.17%) and Terrebonne (3.92%) region 
respondents (see Table 64).
Question 4a, asking landowners if they had ever 
applied for a state Coastal Zone Management - Coastal Use 
Permit (CUP) , represented the third significant chi-square 
value (chi-square (2)=10.23, p =.01) (Table 62).
Evaluation of the cross-tabulation table reveals that a 
higher percentage of St. Bernard respondents (85.71%) 
reported not ever applying for a CUP than both Cameron 
(61.11%) and Terrebonne (76.92%) respondents.
Additionally, a higher percentage of Cameron landowners 
(38.89%) reported applying for a CUP than both St. Bernard 
(14.92%) and Terrebonne (23.08%) respondents (Table 65).
The fourth significant wetland regulatory policy item 
found not independent of the variable parish was question 
10 asking landowners who they think should be the primary 
federal agency responsible for determining if a area is a 
wetland (chi square (8)=19.09, p =.01) (Table 62). 
Examination of the cross-tabulation table indicates that 
Terrebonne landowners selected "other" (primarily listing 
"none") more often (20.75%) than both St. Bernard (6.90%) 
and Cameron (11.84%) region respondents. Additionally, a
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Table 65. Cross-tabulation table of whether a 
Louisiana Coastal Zone Management-Coastal Use Permit 
(CUP) had ever been applied for by parish* (question 4a).
Parish
CUP Applied For Cameron Terrebonne St. Bernard
Yes n 28 12 8
% 38.89% 23.08% 14.92%
No n 44 40 48
% 61.11% 76.92% 85.71%
TOTAL n 72 52 56
% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
* Chi-Square= 10.23, df=2, p=.01.
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higher percentage of Cameron respondents selected SCS 
(NRCS) (51.32%) than St. Bernard respondents (37.93%); and 
a higher percentage of St. Bernard respondents selected EPA 
(17.24%) than both Cameron (2.63%) and Terrebonne (5.66%) 
respondents (see Table 66).
Question 33, asking landowners if they favor or oppose 
the location of a wildife refuge in the parish where their 
wetlands are located, represented the fifth significant 
chi-square value (chi-square (2)=9.6:, p =.01) (Table 62). 
Evaluation of the cross-tabulation table confirms that a 
higher percentage of the St. Bernard respondents (78.12%) 
reported favoring the location of a refuge in the parish 
where they own wetlands than both Cameron (55.13%) and 
Terrebonne (55.56%) respondents (see Table 67).
The sixth significant chi-square value resulted from 
question 20 asking landowners if they favor permanent 
government conservation easements paying fair market value 
in exchange for development rights (chi-square (2)= 7.78, p 
=.02) (Table 62). Examination of the cross-tabulation 
table reveals that a higher percentage of the St. Bernard 
respondents (50.79%) reported favoring permanent easements 
than both the Cameron (28.21%) and Terrebonne (35.09%) 
respondents (see Table 68).
The seventh significant wetland regulatory policy item 
found not independent of the variable parish was question 
3b asking landowners if they ever had a federal section 404
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Table 66. Cross-tabulation table of which federal agency
should be responsible for determining if an area is a
wetland by parish* (question 10).
Determining Federal Parish
Wetland Agency** Cameron Terrebonne St. Bernard
Environmental Protection n 2 3 10
Agency % 2 . 63% 5. 66% 17.24%
Army Corps of n 13 11 16
Engineers % 17.11% 20.75% 27.59%
Soil Conservation n 39 24 22
Service % 51.32% 45.28% 37.93%
Fish & Wildlife n 13 4 6
Service % 17.11% 7.55% 10.34%
Other n 9 11 4
% 11.84% 20.75% 6 . 90%
TOTAL n 76 53 58
% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
* Chi-Square= 19.09, df=8, p=.01.
** The National Marine Fisheries Service category was 
excluded from the analysis as only one response was 
recorded.
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Table 67. Cross-tabulation table of whether landowners 
favor or oppose the location of a wildlife refuge in 
the parish where their wetlands are located by 
parish* (question 33).
Wildlife Refuge Parish
in Parish Cameron Terrebonne St. Bernard
Favor n 43 30 50
% 55.13% 55.56% 78.12%
Oppose n 35 24 14
% 44.87% 44.44% 21.88%
TOTAL n 78 54 64
_ % 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
* Chi-Square= 9.61, df=2, p=.Ol.
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Table 68. Cross-tabulation table of whether 
landowners favor permanent government easements 
paying fair market value in exchange for development 
rights by parish* (question 20).
Perceptions on 
Permanent Easements
Parish
Cameron Terrebonne St. Bernard
Favor n 22 20 32
% 28 .21% 35.09% 50.79%
Oppose n 56 37 31
t 71.79% 64.91% 49.21%
TOTAL n 78 57 63
% 100.00% 100.00% 100,00%
* Chi-Square= 7.78, df=2, p=.02.
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permit application denied (chi-square (2)- 7.29, p -.03) 
(Table 62). Examination of the cross-tabulation table 
confirms that a higher percentage of St. Bernard 
respondents reported not having a federal permit denied 
(91.67%) than both the Cameron (46.67%) and Terrebonne 
(53.33%) respondents (see Table 69).
Question 3a, asking landowners if they had ever 
applied for a federal Section 404 permit, represented the 
eighth significant chi-square value (chi-square (2)= 6.33, 
p =.04) (Table 62). Evaluation of the cross-tabulation 
table reveals that a higher percentage of Cameron 
respondents (40.54%) reported applying for a federal 
Section 404 permit than both Terrebonne (26.79%) and St. 
Bernard (21.31%) respondents (see Table 70).
The ninth significant chi-square value resulted from 
question 9 asking landowners who they think should be the 
primary state agency responsible for Section 404 permitting 
(chi-square (6)= 12.85, p =.05) (Table 62). Examination of 
the cross-tabulation table confirms that a lower percentage 
of Cameron respondents (28.85%) selected DNR-CMD than both 
Terrebonne (58.82%) and St. Bernard (62.50%) respondents. 
Additionally, a higher percentage of Cameron respondents 
(26.92%) selected the LDWF than both Terrebonne (11.76%) 
and St. Bernard (12.50%) respondents (see Table 71).
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Table 69. Cross-tabulation table of whether a federal
Section 404 permit application had ever been denied by
parish* (question 3b).
404 Permit Denied
Parish
Cameron Terrebonne St. Bernard
Yes n 16 7 l
% 53 . 33% 46.67% 8 .33%
No n 14 8 11
% 46.67% 53.33% 91.67%
TOTAL n 30 15 12
1 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
* Chi-Square= 7,29, df=2, p=,03.
159
Table 70. Cross-tabulation table of whether a federal
Section 404 permit application had ever been applied for
by parish* (question 3a).
Applied for 404 Permit
Parish
Cameron Terrebonne St. Bernard
Yes n 30 15 13
% 40.54% 26.79% 21.31%
No n 44 41 48
% 59.46% 73.21% 78.69%
TOTAL n 74 56 61
% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
* Chi-Square= 6.33, df=2, p=.04.
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Table 71. Cross-tabulation table of which state
agency should be primarily responsible for Section 404
permitting by parish* (question 9).
State Agency
Parish
Cameron Terrebonne St. Bernard
Dept. Natural Resources 
Coastal Mgmt. Div.
n 15 20 20
% 28.85% 58.82% 62.50%
Dept, of Wildlife 
and Fisheries
n 14 4 4
% 26.92% 11.76% 12.50%
Dept, of Agriculture 
and Forestry
n 14 7 4
% 26.92% 20.59% 12.50%
Combined
Other**
n 9 3 4
% 17.31% 8.82% 12.50%
TOTAL n 52 34 32
% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
* Chi-Square= 12.85, df=6, p=.05.
** The Department of Environmental Qua1ity, 
Department of Health and Hospitals and "other" 
responses were combined into one grouping due to 
low responses.
CHAPTER S
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
sunmary
Coastal wetlands in Louisiana are over 75% privately 
owned. Activities conducted in wetlands are primarily 
regulated through both the Clean Water Act (Section 404) 
and the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA). Regulatory 
program concerns most often listed by private landowners 
include:
1) Acceptable definition of a wetland remains 
unsettled;
2) inconsistencies caused when two or more 
government agencies or programs issue conflicting 
wetland determinations on the same tract of land;
3) delays in obtaining a wetland determination;
4) delays in obtaining a wetland permit decision;
5) cost of permit and/or permit requirements too 
high;
6) loss of private property rights due to protection 
of public wetland benefits; and
7) the issue of regulatory "takings" without just 
compensation (under the 5th Amendment of the 
Constitution).
In an effort to learn more about landowner perceptions 
related to the above issues and wetland regulatory policy
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issues in particular, a descriptive research study was 
conducted in early 1995,
Purpose and Objectives.
The purpose of this study was to investigate coastal 
landowners perceptions related to wetland regulatory policy 
and use the results in the development of future, more 
workable wetland regulatory policy in Louisiana and the 
United States (see recommendations section).
Specific objectives included:
1) Determine coastal landowners' perceptions related 
to wetland regulatory policy, economic outlook of 
wetland ownership, and key wetland landowner 
issues/concerns.
2) Determine if quality or condition of wetlands 
influence landowners' regulatory policy 
perceptions.
3) Compare the regulatory policy perceptions of 
small coastal landowners (owning 100-500 acres) 
and large coastal landowner (owning 2,500 acres 
or more).
4} Compare the regulatory policy perceptions of 
landowners from Cameron Parish, Terrebonne 
Parish, and St. Bernard Parish, Louisiana. 
Methodology.
The survey instrument (mailed questionnaire) (see 
Appendix A) developed for this study was intended to obtain
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specific landowner perceptions related to (1) wetland 
regulatory policy (question 1-10, 12, 13, 19, 20, 28, 32,
and 33), (2) current and future natural resource-related
economic perspectives (questions 14-18, 21-27, and 34), and 
(3) important issues and concerns facing wetland owners 
(questions 11, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, and 37) (see Appendix
A ) . Content validity of the questionnaire was assured 
through pretesting. This field test allowed investigator 
to make necessary improvements to the questionnaire prior 
to initial mailing.
Coastal wetland landowners in three Louisiana parishes 
were queried to allow for parish comparisons. Parishes 
incorporated in the study were Cameron, Terrebonne, and St. 
Bernard, located strategically in the western, central and 
eastern regions of Louisiana. The wetland landowner 
population within these parishes was stratified into two 
subgroups according to acreage owned. Landowners with 
coastal wetland landholdings between 100 and 500 acres were 
classified as small landowners, and those with 2,500 acres 
or more were classified as large landowners. Stratified 
sampling according to land holdings allowed for comparison 
of the perspectives of small and large coastal landowners.
To determine an appropriate sample size within each 
parish, the investigator obtained a list of all coastal 
wetland landowners from each parish tax assessor.
Landowners were categorized, according to the amount of
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landholdings, into the two stratified subgroups listed 
above. The small population sample estimating formula was 
used to determine the appropriate small landowner size 
sample to be randomly selected from each parish. The lower 
number of large landowners in all three parishes required 
that a complete frame be used for this landowner size 
category.
A cover letter that introduced the landowner to the 
objectives of the study accompanied the questionnaire.
Clear instructions (including return mailing procedures) 
were included both in the cover letter and on the 
questionnaire. The questionnaire was designed to allow for 
direct mailing without the use of an envelop. Return 
postage and a complete return mailing address were included 
on the back of the questionnaire "booklet".
In order to maximize response rate, the following 
follow-up steps were taken:
1) If the questionnaire was not returned in 7-10 
days after the initial mailing, a postcard was sent to non­
respondents as a friendly reminder. An offer was also made 
to send another questionnaire if one was needed.
2) A second follow-up packet was sent to non­
respondents about three weeks after the original mailing. 
Included in this follow-up was a second letter explaining 
importance of response and another copy of the self- 
addressed , postage-paid questionnaire.
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3) A final follow-up was sent to non-respondents 
approximately 6-7 weeks after the mailing of the original 
questionnaire. This mailing also included a letter 
explaining the importance of a response and a replacement 
questionnaire.
To determine if there were differences between the 
respondents and the non-respondents, a 10% random telephone 
sample of non-respondents was conducted. Seventeen non­
respondents (weighted according to individual parish and 
landowner size responses) were selected. The wetland 
regulatory policy-related responses of the respondents and 
non-respondents were compared to see if the two groups 
differed significantly. Even though a number of 
significant differences were found, it should be noted that 
similar patterns of response frequencies within each 
variable were evident. Researcher is concerned that 
questions asked could have been influenced by the method of 
data collection (mail survey versus phone survey). While 
many variables in the mail survey were often left 
unanswered, all of the variables in the phone survey were 
completed. Therefore, the reader should interpret the 
differences between the two groups cautiously as they may 
be more a function of methodology than of perception.
Each study objective was evaluated through the data 
analysis procedure summarized below:
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1) Objective one - Using descriptive statistics, this 
objective was accomplished by reporting overall 
guestionnaire findings, findings by parish groups, and 
findings by landowner wetland acreage category (small and 
large).
2) Objective 2 ~ This objective was accomplished by 
asking respondents to rate the quality or condition of the 
wetlands they currently own based on a five-point Likert- 
type scale. The independent variable in this objective was 
the wetland quality/condition rating and the dependent 
variable was landowner wetland regulatory policy 
perceptions. Three statistical tests used to accomplish 
this objective, depending on the type of data collected and 
the number of categories, included: 1) The Pearson'
Product Moment correlation coefficient analysis (items 
treated as interval data), 2) the t-test (items measured on 
a dichotomous categorical scale), and 3) a one-way analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) with a Tukey's post hoc follow-up test 
(items with more than two categories).
3) Objective 3 - For this objective the independent 
variable was landowner size category and the dependent 
variable was landowner wetland regulatory policy 
perceptions. A t-test was used for the items measured on a 
dichotomous categorical scale. A Pearson chi-square test 
was used to compare categorical wetland regulatory policy 
items in terms of their relationship to the variable land
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size. For significant chi-quare values, cross-tabulation 
tables were used to determine where differences existed 
between categorical frequencies.
4) Objective 4 - The combination of each parish’s 
small landowner random sample and the census sample of 
large landowners made up each parish study sample. The 
independent variable was landowner parish of wetland 
ownership and the dependent variable was landowner 
regulatory policy perceptions. For items where group means 
were compared, a one-way ANOVA and a Tukey's post hoc 
follow-up test was used to determine significant 
differences. The Pearson chi-square test was used to 
compare the frequencies of categorical wetland regulatory 
policy items. Cross-tabulation tables were also used to 
determine where significant differences existed.
Description of Sample.
The overall response rate for the study was 
approximately 60%. This held true for landowners from both 
small and large land size categories. Cameron Parish 
landowners had the highest rate of response (68%) and those 
in Terrebonne Parish had the lowest (52%).
Almost 60 percent of the overall respondents reported 
that they reside in the parish where they own wetlands.
This was also true of both small and large landowners. 
Almost 50% of the St. Bernard landowners, however, reported
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that they resided in a parish other than the one where they 
own wetlands.
Over 80% of the overall respondents reported that they 
reside in Louisiana. Louisiana residency for large 
landowners (91%) was greater than that for small landowners 
(79%) . All three parishes reported a Louisiana residency 
rate of approximately 80%.
The most common wetland type reportedly owned by study 
respondents was brackish marsh. The second most common 
type was fresh marsh. This held true in all wetland land 
size categories and parishes.
Objective 1 Findings,
(Perceptions regarding regulatory policy, economic 
outlook, and key issues/concerns).
A. Questions related to wetland permitting:
Perceptions regarding federal Section 404 permit 
program. On a scale ranging from 1 = very poor to 5 = 
excellent, the overall mean landowner rating for the 
federal Section 404 program was 2.09 (SD=.94) (less than 
adequate). Additionally, 29% indicated that they were not 
familiar with the program.
Perceptions regarding state Coastal Use Permit (CUP) 
program. On a similar scale, the overall mean landowner 
rating for the state CUP program was 2.23 (SD=.93) (less 
than adequate). Approximately 34% also indicated that they 
were not familiar with the program.
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Section 404 permit application. Overall, more than 
60% of the respondents indicated that they had never 
applied for a federal wetland permit. The majority of the 
large landowners, however, reported that they had applied 
for a permit in the past.
Section 404 permit denial. Of the respondents that 
indicated that they had applied for a 404 permit, 
approximately 40% reported having a permit denied. The 
highest denial rate was reported by Cameron landowners 
(53%) and the lowest denial rate was reported by St.
Bernard landowners (7.69).
CUP application. Overall, 63% of the respondents 
reported that they never applied for a CUP. Over 70% of 
the small landowners also reported never applying. Only 
35% of the large landowners, however, reported never 
applying.
CUP denial. Of the respondents who indicated they had 
applied for a CUP, almost 80% indicated that they never had 
a permit denied.
Section 4 04 permit problems. Overall, landowners 
reported "other" as the most important problem associated 
with obtaining a Section 404 permit. The most frequent 
"other " response was "don't know". The second most 
important problem identified by respondents was "delays in 
obtaining a decision."
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CUP problems. The most important identified problem 
associated with obtaining a CUP reported by coastal 
landowners was "other". Here also the most frequent 
"other" response was "don't know". The second most 
important problem identified by respondents was "delays in 
obtaining a decision."
Preferred federal wetland permit agency. Overall, SCS 
(NRCS) received the highest percentage response when 
landowners were asked to indicate which federal agency 
should be responsible for wetland permitting in Louisiana.
State Section 404 assumption. Almost 60% of the all 
respondents indicated that they felt the state should 
assume Section 404 permitting authority from the federal 
government.
Preferred state Section 404 assumption agency.
Overall, the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) received the highest percentage responses when 
landowners were asked to indicated which state agency 
should assume Section 404 permit authority.
B. Questions related to wetland definition:
Preferred federal wetland determination agency, scs 
(NRCS) received the highest overall percentage responses 
when landowners were asked to identify the preferred 
federal wetland determination agency.
Wetland characteristics ranking. Of the three primary 
physical wetland characteristics (hydric soil, hydrophytic
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vegetation, and wetland hydrology), wetland hydrology was 
perceived moat important by all respondents. Hydric soil 
was perceived to be the least important.
C. Questions pertaining to landowner perceptions of 
wetland regulatory agencies:
Federal agencies’ receptiveness ranking. On a scale 
ranging from 1 - most receptive down to 5 * least 
receptive, respondents perceived SCS (NRCS) as being most 
receptive towards private landowners' goals and objectives 
(mean=1.92; SD=1.30).
State agencies' receptiveness ranking. On a similar 
scale, respondents perceived the Louisiana Department of 
Agriculture and Forestry (LDAF) as being most receptive 
towards private landowners' goals and objectives 
(mean-2.33; SD-1.23).
D. Questions related to wetland functions:
Wetland function rankings. When asked to rank nine 
wetland functions according to their importance to 
landowners or land managers on a scale of l = most 
important to 9 * least important, erosion control 
(mean-3.41; SD-2.21), flood control (mean*3.51; SD- 2.20), 
and storm surge buffer (mean=3.51; SD=2.40), were perceived 
as being most important. Non-consumptive tourism related 
activities were perceived as being least important 
(mean—7.73; SD-2.01).
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Wetland uae harm rankings. When asked to rank ten 
wetland uses according to their potential for harming 
wetlands on a scale of 1 ■ most harmful down to 10 = least 
harmful, oil and gas exploration and production was 
perceived as the most potentially harmful (mean=3.60;
SD=3.06). Waterfowl hunting was perceived as the least 
potentially harmful (mean“7.09; SD=2.43).
E. Questions related to coastal wetland-related economic 
decisions:
Wetland revenue source rankings today, when asked to 
rank ten wetland-related revenue sources regarding their 
importance today, with 1 = most important to 10 = least 
important, oil and gas exploration and production was 
perceived as being most important (mean-1.94; SD-2.01).
The least important revenue source today was non­
consumptive tourism-related business enterprises (mean 
8.32; SD-2.36) followed closely by mariculture (mean=8.06; 
SD=1.76}.
Wetland revenue source rankings in the future. When 
asked to rank ten wetland related revenue sources as to 
their importance in the future using the same ranking scale 
as above, again, oil and gas exploration and production was 
perceived as being most important (mean=2.05; SD=2.37). 
Additionally, non-consumptive tourism-related business 
enterprises were also perceived as being the least 
important future revenue source.
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Per acre annual gross surface revenue. The highest 
proportion of respondents (38%) reported receiving no 
annual revenue off the surface of their wetlands, followed 
closely by respondents reporting less than $10 per acre 
(34%) .
Government assistance program rankings, when asked to 
rank five potential landowner-oriented government 
assistance programs with 1 = most preferred down to 5 = 
least preferred, “tax breaks'* were most preferred by all 
respondents (mean*2.30; SD-1.42), The least preferred 
landowner assistance program was "outright government 
purchase" (mean=3.80; SD=1.64).
Attitudes on permanent government conservation 
easements. Overall, the majority of the respondents (60%) 
indicated that they opposed permanent easements. Large 
landowners and St. Bernard landowners, however, reported a 
higher percentage of responses favoring permanent 
easements.
Future plans for wetland acreage. Almost 80% of the 
overall respondents indicated that they planned to maintain 
ownership of their coastal wetlands in the future.
Future wetland use ratings. When asked to rate the 
economic importance of six wetland uses in the future on a 
rating scale ranging from 1 * extremely important to 5 = 
not important, oil and gas exploration received the highest 
rating (mean«2.90; SD-1.29), The wetland use perceived as
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being the least important was non-consumptive tourism- 
related uses (mean~4.ll; SD-1.06).
Wetland regulatory policy and “takings”. Over 60% of 
all respondents indicated that they believed current 
wetland regulatory policy in the U.S. may be approaching a 
"takings" under the 5th Amendment of the Constitution. 
Perceptions on allowing consumptive wetland uses;
11 Sport hunting - Overall, 65% reported allowing 
sport hunting.
21 Commercial hunting (hunting enterprises) - the 
highest percentage of all respondents indicated they 
did not allow commercial hunting on their property. 
Large land size and Cameron landowners, however, had a 
higher proportion of respondents reporting that they 
allowed commercial hunting.
31 Fur trapping - Overall, the highest percentage of 
respondents indicated that they do allow fur trapping 
(54%). The highest percentage of the Terrebonne and 
St. Bernard respondents, however, indicated that they 
did not allow trapping.
41 Alligator hunting - The highest percentage of the 
overall respondents reported allowing alligator 
hunting (61%). A higher percentage of the respondents 
from the St. Bernard, however, reported not allowing 
alligator hunting.
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5) Recreational fishing - Overall, almost 60% of the 
respondents Indicated that they did allow recreational 
fishing on their wetland property.
6) Commercial fishing - Almost 60% of all respondents 
indicated that they did not allow commercial fishing 
on their wetlands.
F. Questions related to wetland quality: 
wetland acreage loss due to erosion. Overall,
respondents reported that they lost approximately 14% of 
their wetland holdings due to erosion or other wetland loss 
causes. St. Bernard landowners, however, reported a higher 
wetland loss percentage (36%) than both the Terrebonne 
(15%) and Cameron (7%) landowners.
Landowners' wetland quality classification. Overall, 
respondents rated the overall quality or condition of their 
wetlands as being between "somewhat poor" and "good" (mean 
rating of 2.61; SD = 1.01) on a rating scale where 1 = very 
poor and 5 * excellent.
G. Questions pertaining to issues of concern:
Wildlife refuge location perceptions. The majority of 
the respondents indicated that they were in favor of both 
the location of a wildlife refuge in the parish where they 
own wetlands (59% in favor) and adjacent to their property 
(55% in favor). A higher proportion of the Terrebonne 
respondents, however, reported not favoring the location of 
a refuge adjacent to their property.
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Important issues and/or needs facing landowners. 
Through an open-ended question, respondents were asked to 
reveal what they perceived to be the most important issues 
and/or needs facing private landowners in Louisiana. 
Overall, the two most frequently listed issues of concern 
reported were 1) private property rights (29% of responses) 
and 2) coastal erosion (25% of responses).
Objective 2 Findings.
(Influence of wetland quality on regulatory policy
perceptions).
Three Pearson Product Moment correlation coefficients 
were found to be significant: (1) Higher perceived quality
of wetlands tended to be associated with lower preference 
perceptions regarding permanent easements (£ *.21, p *.01); 
(2) higher perceived quality of wetlands tended to be 
associated with higher preference perceptions regarding tax 
breaks (p — .17, p -.04); and (3) higher perceived quality 
of wetlands tended to be associated with lower preference 
perceptions regarding long-term easements. Using Davis' 
descriptors, all three significant correlation coefficients 
were described as a low association.
One item was also found to have significant 
differences in perceived overall quality of wetlands among 
its categories. Respondents who indicated that they had 
applied for a CUP had a higher wetland quality perception
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than those that had not applied {£ (df=156) = 2.14), p 
= .03) .
Objective 3 Findings.
(Landsize category regulatory policy perception 
comparisons).
Nine comparisons of wetland regulatory policy and 
landsize were found to be significant . The five 
significant t-test values included the following items: (l)
Small landowners expressed a higher receptiveness ranking 
for EPA than did large landowners {£ (df=151) =-3.0, p = 
.003); (2) small landowners indicated a lower CUP program
rating than did large landowners (£ (df=13l)=-2.51, p = 
.01); and (3-5) small landowners expressed lower 
receptiveness rankings for LDAF, SCS (NRCS), and DHH than 
did large landowners ((£ (df=l52)= 2.50, p =.02); (£
(df=153)=2.32, P = .02); and (£ (df=144)=2.25, p = .03), 
respectively).
The four significant chi-square values included the 
following items: (1) Section 404 permit application (chi- 
square (2)=21.94, p =.001) - The majority of the small 
landowners (77%) indicated that they had not applied for a 
federal Section 404 permit, whereas the majority of the 
large landowners (62%) reported that they had applied for a 
permit; (2) CUP application (chi-square (1)=20.64, p =.001) 
The majority of the small landowners (81%) never applied 
for a CUP, whereas the majority of the large landowners
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(57%) reported that they had applied; (3) Regulation 
approaching a "takings" (chi-square (2)-7.l3, p -.03) - A 
higher proportion of the small landownars (30%) than large 
landowners (10%) indicated that they were not sure about 
this issue, and a larger proportion of large landowners 
(83%) than small landowners (62%) indicated that they felt 
wetland regulations may be approaching a "takings"; (4) 
Attitudes on permanent government conservation easements 
(chi-square (1)- p -.04) - The majority of the small 
landowners (66%) did not favor permanent government 
easements, whereas, the majority of the large landowners 
(51%) indicated that they did.
Objective 4 Findings.
(Parish regulatory policy perception comparisons).
Six items were found to be significantly different 
when the three geographic regions were compared via an 
ANOVA test: (1) Cameron respondents reported significantly 
lower preference rankings for the "outright government 
purchase" government assistance program option for coastal 
landowners than both Terrebonne and St. Bernard respondents 
(£ = 11.50, p -.001); (2) Cameron respondents reported 
significantly higher preference rankings for the "tax 
break" government assistance program option than St.
Bernard landowners (£ - 5.95, p - .003); (3) Cameron 
landowners reported significantly lower receptiveness 
rankings for DNR than did St. Bernard landowners (£ = 3.96,
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P =.02); (4) Cameron and Terrebonne landowners reported
significantly higher receptiveness rankings for SCS (NRCS) 
than did St. Bernard landowners (£ = 3.27, p = .04); (5)
Terrebonne landowners reported significantly lower 
receptiveness rankings for EPA than did St. Bernard 
landowners (£ = 3.08, p = .05); and (6) Cameron landowners 
reported significantly lower ratings for the state Coastal 
Zone Management wetland permitting program than did St. 
Bernard landowners (£ = 3.12, p = .05).
The nine significant chi-square values included the 
following items: (1) Location of a refuge adjacent to land
(chi-square (2)=13.72, p =.001) - Whereas the majority of 
the St. Bernard (77%) and Cameron (54%) landowners favored 
a refuge location adjacent to their wetlands, the majority 
of the Terrebonne respondents (55%) opposed adjacent refuge 
location; (2) Preferred federal wetland permitting agency 
(chi-square (8)=21.66, p .01) - the higher percentage of 
the Cameron landowners (51%) selected SCS (NRCS) as the 
preferred federal Section 404 wetland permitting agency 
than both Terrebonne and St. Bernard landowners; (3) CUP 
application (chi-square (2)=10.23, p =01) - A higher 
percentage of the St. Bernard respondents (86%) reported 
never applying for a CUP than both Cameron (61%) and 
Terrebonne (77%) respondents; (4) Federal wetland 
determination agency (chi-square (8)=19.09, p = .01) - 
Terrebonne respondents selected "other'* (primarily
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answering "none") more often (21%) than both St. Bernard 
(7%) and Cameron (12%) respondents, and a higher percentage 
of Cameron respondents selected SCS (NRCS) (51%) than St. 
Bernard respondents (38%); (5) Refuge location in parish 
where wetlands are located (chi-square (2)=9.6l, p = .01) - 
A higher percentage of St. Bernard respondents (78%) 
reported favoring the location of a refuge in the parish 
where they own wetlands than both Cameron (55%) and 
Terrebonne (56%) respondents; (6) Attitudes on permanent 
government conservation easements (chi-square (2)=7.78, p 
=.02) - A higher percentage of St. Bernard respondents 
(51%) reported favoring permanent easements than both 
Cameron (28%) and Terrebonne (35%) respondents; (7) Section 
404 permit denial (chi-square (2)=7.29, p = .03) - A higher 
percentage of the St. Bernard respondents reported not 
having a federal 404 wetland permit denied (92%) than both 
Cameron (47%) and Terrebonne (53%) respondents; (8) Section 
404 application (chi-square (2)=6.33, p = .04) - A higher 
percentage of Cameron respondents (41%) reported applying 
for a federal Section 404 permit than both Terrebonne (27%) 
and St. Bernard (21%) respondents; and (9) State Section 
404 permitting agency (chi-square (6)=12.85, p = .05) - A 
lower percentage of Cameron respondents (29%) selected DNR- 
CMD than both Terrebonne (59%) and St. Bernard (63%) 
respondents, and a higher percentage of Cameron respondents
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(27%) selected LDHP than both Terrebonne (12%) and St. 
Bernard (13%) respondents.
Conclusions
Based or. the findings of this study, the following 
conclusions were drawn by the researcher. It should be 
noted, however, that these conclusions may only be 
applicable to landowners in the specified land size 
categories in Cameron, Terrebonne, and St. Bernard 
Parishes.
Federal Section 4 04 Wetland Permitting Program Perceptions.
1. Coastal landowners generally rate the federal Section 
404 wetland permitting program as less than adequate.
This conclusion is based on the finding indicating an 
overall mean rating of 2.09 (SD=.94), where 1 = poor, 2 = 
less than adequate, 3 = adequate, 4 = more than adequate, 
and 5 - excellent. This gives quantifiable verification of 
opinions expressed by McBride (1992). He reported that 
Louisiana landowners are frustrated by the current dual 
wetland permitting system for conducting activities in 
wetlands.
2. Many coastal landowners are not familiar with the 
federal Section 404 wetland permitting program.
This conclusion is based on the finding that almost 
one-third (29%) of the landowners responding to the 
questionnaire indicated that they were not familiar with 
the program.
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3. Most small coastal landowners have never applied for a 
federal Section 404 permit, whereas most large landowners 
have.
This conclusion is based on overal1 questionnaire 
findings showing 72% of the small landowners reporting 
never applying for a 404 permit and 53% of the large 
landowners reporting that they had applied. Additionally, 
a significant chi-square value was found when the two land 
size categories were compared (chi-square (1)=21.94, g 
=.001).
4. Cameron and Terrebonne coastal landowners have a 
higher Section 404 permit denial rate than St. Bernard 
landowners.
This conclusion is based on a significant chi-square 
value when the three landowner categories were compared 
(chi-square (2)=7.29, g =.03).
5. Most landowners feel that the federal Section 404 
permitting program should be assumed by the state of 
Louisiana.
This conclusion is based on the finding that 60% of 
the respondents indicated this response. This finding 
supports opinions expressed by McBride (1992) disputing the 
dual wetland permitting system now in place and 
recommending “one stop” wetland permitting (elimination of 
having to apply for both a federal 404 permit and a state 
CUP permit).
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State Coastal Use Permit (CUP) Program Perceptions.
6. Coastal landowners generally rate the state Coastal 
Zone Management wetland permitting (CUP) program as less 
than adequate.
This conclusion is based on the finding indicating an 
overall mean rating of 2.33 (SD=.93), where 1 = very poor,
2 = less than adequate, 3 = adequate, 4 = more than 
adequate, and 5 - excellent. This finding supports 
conclusions made by McBride (1992) indicating large 
landowner frustration with the current dual wetland 
permitting program in Louisiana.
7. Small coastal landowners rate the state CUP program 
lower than do large landowners.
This conclusion is based on finding indicating a 
significant t-test when the mean CUP ratings for the two 
land size categories were compared (t (df=13l)= -2.51, p 
=.01).
8. Cameron coastal landowners rate the state CUP program 
lower than St. Bernard landowners.
This conclusion is based on the finding indicating a 
significant F-ratio when the mean CUP program ratings for 
the three land size categories were compared and a Tukey's 
post hoc follow up test was conducted (£ = 3.12, p =.05).
9. Many coastal landowners are not familiar with the 
state CUP program.
184
This conclusion is based on the finding that almost 
one-third of the landowners responding to the questionnaire 
reported that they were not familiar with the program.
10. Coastal landowners who have applied for a state CUP 
perceive their wetlands to be of higher quality than those 
who have never applied.
This conclusion is based on a significant t-test when 
the perceived wetland quality mean rating for landowners 
who have applied for a CUP is compared to the perceived 
wetland quality mean rating for landowners who have never 
applied (i (156) - 2.14, p - .03).
11. Most small coastal landowners have never applied for a 
state CUP, whereas, most large landowners have.
This conclusion is based on overall questionnaire 
findings indicating 70% of the small landowners reporting 
never applying for a CUP and the highest proportion of the 
large landowners (47%) reporting that they have applied. 
Additionally, a significant chi-square value was found when 
the two land size categories were compared (chi-square 
(1)*20.64, p -.001).
12. More Cameron landowners have applied for a state CUP 
than have St. Bernard landowners.
This conclusion is based on a significant chi-square 
value when the three landowner regions were compared (chi- 
square (2)=10.23, E = .01).
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Federal Wetland Permitting Agency Perceptions.
13. of the five federal agencies considered, scs (NRCS) is 
perceived by coastal landowners to be the most receptive 
toward private landowners' goals and objectives, and the 
agency landowners feel should be responsible for making 
wetland determinations and wetland permitting.
This conclusion is based on the finding that 
landowners give SCS (NRCS) the highest overall mean 
receptiveness ranking (mean 1.92; SD=1.30), where , 1 = 
most receptive and 5 = least receptive. Additionally, the 
highest proportion of the respondents selected scs (NRCS) 
when asked which federal agency should be primarily 
responsible for making wetland determinations (41%) and 
wetland permitting (35%).
14. Of the five federal agencies considered, NMFS is 
perceived by coastal landowners to be the least receptive 
towards private landowners' goals and objectives.
This conclusion is based on the finding showing 
landowners giving NMFS the lowest overall mean 
receptiveness ranking (mean=4.05; SD=1.00), where, l = most 
receptive and 5 = least receptive.
15. When considering federal agencies' receptiveness 
toward private landowners' goals and objectives, small 
coastal landowners rank EPA higher than large landowners.
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This conclusion is based on the finding indicating a 
significant t-test when the mean EPA rankings for the two 
land size categories were compared (£ (l5l)=-3.o, p =.003).
16. When considering federal agencies' receptiveness 
toward private landowners' goals and objectives, Cameron 
coastal landowners rank SCS (NRCS) higher than St. Bernard 
coastal landowners, and Terrebonne coastal landowners rank 
EPA lower than St. Bernard coastal landowners.
This conclusion is based on the finding indicating a 
significant F-ratio when the mean SCS (NRCS) (E = 3.27, p 
*.04) and EPA (E “ 3.08, p ■ .05) rankings for the three 
landowner regions were compared.
State Wetland Permitting Agency Perceptions.
17. Of the five state agencies considered, the Louisiana 
Department of Agriculture and Forestry (LDAF) is perceived 
by coastal landowners to be the most receptive toward 
private landowners* goals and objectives.
This conclusion is based on the finding that 
landowners gave LDAF the highest overall mean receptiveness 
ranking (mean-2.33; SD-1.23), where, 1 = most receptive and 
5 = least receptive.
18. When considering state agencies' receptiveness towards 
private landowners' goals and objectives, small coastal 
landowners rank LDAF, SCS (NRCS), and DHH lower than do 
large landowners.
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This conclusion is based on significant t-tests when 
the overall mean receptive rankings for these three state 
agencies were compared by land size category ((£ (152)= 
2.50, E - .02); (£ (153)- 2.32, fi “ -02); and (fc (144)=
2.25, e =.03), respectively).
19. When considering state agencies' receptiveness toward 
private landowners goals and objectives, Cameron coastal 
landowners rank DNR lower than St. Bernard coastal 
landowners.
This conclusion is based on a significant F-ratio when 
the mean DNR receptiveness rankings for the three land size 
categories were compared (£ = 3.96, e =.02).
Government Assistance Program Perceptions.
20. When considering landowner-oriented government 
assistance programs, coastal landowners prefer tax-breaks 
and direct coastal restoration funding over outright 
government purchase of wetlands.
This conclusion is based on higher overall government 
assistance program mean rankings for the "tax-break" 
(mean-2.30; SD-1.42) and "direct funding" (mean=2.34; 
SD=1.32) options than for the "outright government 
purchase" option (mean 3.80; SD-1.64), where 1 = most 
preferred and 5 - least preferred. These findings support 
opinions expressed by McBride (1992) opposing government 
stewardship (ownership and/or management) of wetlands and
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supporting tax incentives for landowner-implemented wetland 
conservation projects.
21. Small coastal landowners generally do not favor 
permanent conservation easements, whereas large coastal 
landowners generally do favor permanent easements.
This conclusion is based on overall questionnaire 
findings showing 63% of the small landowners were opposed 
to permanent conservation easements, while the largest 
proportion of the large landowners (49%) reported favoring 
permanent easements. Additionally, a significant chi- 
square value (chi-square (1}= 4.21, p = .04) was found when 
the permanent conservation easement responses were compared 
by landowner size category.
22. More St. Bernard landowners favor permanent 
conservation easements than Cameron and Terrebonne 
landowners.
This conclusion is based on a significant chi-square 
value when the three geographic region responses were 
compared (chi-square (2)=7.78, p = .02). Fifty-one percent 
of the St. Bernard respondents reported favoring permanent 
easements, whereas, the majority of the Cameron (72%) and 
Terrebonne (65%) respondents indicated that they opposed 
permanent easements.
23. Coastal landowners with perceived higher quality 
wetlands have lower preference perceptions toward permanent
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and long-term easements and higher preference perceptions 
toward tax breaks.
This conclusion is based on findings indicating 
significant Pearson correlation coefficients between 
wetland quality perception rating and permanent easement 
ranking (t = .21, p = .01), long-term easement ranking (e = 
.17, p * .05), and tax break ranking (e * -.17, p = .04).
24. Preference perceptions for the "outright government 
purchase" landowner assistance program option were lower 
for Cameron landowners than both Terrebonne and St. Bernard 
landowners; however, preference perceptions for "tax 
breaks" were higher for Cameron landowners than St. Bernard 
landowners.
This conclusion is based on a significant F-ratio when 
the overall mean "outright government purchase" option 
rankings (£ = 11.50, p = .001) and "tax break" option 
rankings (£ = 5.95, r =.02) for the three landowner 
parishes were compared.
Wetland Function and Use Perceptions.
25. Coastal landowners perceive erosion control as the 
most important wetland function.
This conclusion is based on the finding that erosion 
control received the highest overall mean rank (mean=3.4l; 
SD=2.21) among the nine wetland functions considered, where 
1 = most important and 9 = least important.
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26. Coastal landowners perceive oil and gas exploration 
and production as the most potentially harmful wetland use.
This conclusion is based on the finding that oil and 
gas exploration and production received the lowest overall 
mean rank (mean=3.60; SD=3.00) among the ten wetland uses 
considered, where 1 = most harmful and 10 = least harmful.
27. Most coastal landowners earn little or no income from 
the surface of their wetlands (not counting oil and gas 
leases).
This conclusion is based on the finding that almost 
three-fourths of the landowners responding to the 
questionnaire indicated either "no revenue collected" (38%) 
or "less than $10 per acre" (34%) when asked to estimate 
the per acre yearly gross revenue obtained off the surface 
of their wetlands.
28. Coastal landowners perceive oil and gas exploration 
and production to be the most important wetland revenue 
source today and in the future.
This conclusion is based on the findings showing oil 
and gas exploration and production to have the highest 
overall mean "today" and "future" ranking (mean=1.94;
SD=2.01 and mean=2.05; SD=2.24, respectively).
29. Most coastal landowners plan to maintain ownership of 
their wetland properties in the future.
This conclusion is based on the finding that over 
three-fourths of the landowners responding to the
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questionnaire indicated that they planned to maintain 
ownership of their wetlands.
30. Most coastal landowners currently allow sport hunting, 
fur trapping, alligator hunting, and recreational fishing 
on their wetlands; commercial hunting and commercial 
fishing, however, are generally not allowed.
This conclusion is based on the findings showing the 
majority of the respondents reported allowing sport hunting 
(66%), fur trapping (54%), alligator hunting (61%), and 
recreational fishing (58%). The largest proportion of the 
questionnaire respondents, however, reported not allowing 
commercial hunting (44%) , and the majority of the 
respondents reported not allowing commercial fishing (58%).
31. Coastal landowners perceive wetland hydrology to be 
the most important wetland characteristic used to determine 
if an area is a wetland.
This conclusion is based on the finding showing 
landowners giving wetland hydrology the highest overall 
mean ranking (1.85; SD=1.11) when compared to hydrophytic 
vegetation (mean*-2.20; SD-.89) and hydric soil (mean®2.35; 
SD=.91), where 1 = most important and 3= least important.
32. Coastal landowners generally classify the overall 
quality of the wetlands they own or manage (based on 
vegetative health and stability, erosion control, saltwater 
intrusion, etc.) between somewhat poor and good.
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This conclusion is based on an overall perceived 
wetland quality mean rating of 2.61 (SD=1.01), where, 1 = 
very poor quality and 5 - excellent quality.
Wildlife Refuge Location Perceptions.
33. Most coastal landowners favor the location of a 
wildlife refuge in the parish where they own wetlands and 
adjacent to their wetlands property.
This conclusion is based on the findings that the 
majority of the respondents reported favoring refuge 
location in the parish where wetlands are located (59%) and 
favoring refuge location adjacent to their wetlands 
property (55%).
34. St. Bernard wetland landowners favor wildlife refuge 
location adjacent to their property more than both 
Terrebonne and Cameron wetland landowners. Additionally, 
Terrebonne landowners generally oppose the location of a 
wildlife refuge adjacent to their wetland property.
This conclusion is based on the finding indicating a 
significant chi-square value when the three geographic 
region responses were compared (chi-square (2)=13.72, p = 
.001). St. Bernard respondents reported 77% favoring 
refuge location adjacent to their property; Cameron 
respondents reported 54% in favor. The majority of the 
Terrebonne respondents (55%), however, indicated that they 
opposed refuge location adjacent to their wetland property.
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Regulatory Policy and the "Takings" Issue Perceptions.
35. Coastal landowners generally feel that current wetland 
regulatory policy in the U.S. may be approaching a 
"takings" under the 5th Amendment of the Constitution.
This conclusion is based on the finding that almost 
two-thirds of the landowners responding to the 
questionnaire indicated that current wetland regulatory 
policy may be approaching a "takings". This finding is 
similar to the findings reported by Roddewig and Duerksen 
(1989), Kaplan and Cohn (1992), Sowell (1992), Rauber 
(1992), and McBride (1992) where they reported a growing 
number of "takings" cases are being filed by private 
landowners nationwide.
36. More large coastal landowners than small coastal 
landowners feel that wetland regulatory policy may be 
approaching a "takings"; however, more small coastal 
landowners are unsure about the "takings" issue than large 
coastal landowners.
This conclusion is based on a significant chi-square 
value when the overall land size category "takings" issue 
responses were compared (chi-square (2)= 7.13, p = .02). 
Approximately 83% of the large landowners reported that 
they felt wetland regulatory policy may be approaching a 
"takings", whereas, only 63% of the small landowners 
indicated this response. Additionally, about 30% of the 
small landowners reported being unsure about this issue,
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while only 8% of the large landowners indicated this 
response.
Wetland Loss Perceptions.
37. Louisiana coastal landowners have lost a significant 
amount of wetland acreage due to coastal erosion.
This conclusion is based on respondents reported 
acreage lost due to erosion. This finding is supported by 
the Louisiana coastal wetland loss rates reported by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
1992) .
38. St. Bernard coastal landowners perceive their wetland 
loss rates to be higher than both Terrebonne and Cameron 
coastal landowners.
This conclusion is based on St. Bernard respondents 
reporting a higher loss rate (36%) than both Terrebonne 
(15%) and Cameron (7%) region respondents.
Perceptions of Most Important Issues/Needs Facing Wetland
39. The two most important issues facing private coastal 
wetland landowners are (1) private property rights and (2) 
coastal erosion.
This conclusion is based on responses to an open-ended 
question asking coastal landowners to identify the most 
important issues and/or needs facing private wetland 
landowners in Louisiana. Approximately 29% of the 245 
individual issues/needs listed by the 131 landowners
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responding to the open-ended question, dealt with the 
preservation of private property rights, and 2 5% of the 
individual issues/needs dealt with concerns about coastal 
erosion.
Recommendations
Based on the findings outlined above, the researcher 
makes the following twelve recommendations. It should be 
noted, however, that these recommendations may only be 
applicable to landowners in the specified land size 
categories in Cameron, Terrebonne, and St. Bernard 
Parishes.
1. Federal and state wetland regulatory programs, 
administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) and 
the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (DNR), 
respectively, should be modified to address the "less than 
adequate" perceptions held by Louisiana coastal landowners. 
Policy adjustments should address (l) ways to speed up 
wetland permitting decision-making process, (2) concerns 
associated with regulatory policy-caused loss of private 
property rights (the "takings" issue), and (3) lack of 
landowner program familiarity. Both the COE and DNR should 
set and strictly adhere to maximum permit decision time 
limits that allow applicants to more accurately determine 
administrative time requirements. Additionally, federal 
and state statutes may be needed that protect landowners' 
pre-regulatory era investment-backed expectations when
wetland regulations substantially (50% or more) reduce a 
landowner's property value or use. Lastly, lack of 
landowner familiarity with both federal and state wetland 
permitting programs may require that the COE and DNR 
provide funding to an appropriate educational agency to 
develop and implement more in-depth educational programs 
targeting coastal landowners (especially small landowners) 
Educational programs should include wetland functions and 
values, the permit application process, landowner options 
and responsibilities, agency responsibilities, estimated 
cost of process, and permit process time requirements. At 
the end of the permit application process, the COE and DNR 
should also consider sending each permit applicant a well 
structured evaluation instrument that better identifies 
perceived permit application problems and suggested 
solutions.
2. The federal Section 404 wetland permitting program 
should be assumed by the state of Louisiana and 
administered by the Louisiana Department of Natural 
Resources - Coastal Management Division. This 
recommendation is based on the strength of coastal 
landowner support for state assumption, and the fact that 
DNR assumption could result in a single-agency, "one-stop- 
shopping" wetland permit program covering both federal and 
state requirements. To substantiate such a change, 
however, the opinions of landowners in other coastal and
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non-coastal parishes and pertinent non-government 
organizations would have to be queried.
3. Regardless of federal or state authorities, NRCS {SCS) 
should be designated as the primary federal agency 
responsible for making wetland determinations on private 
coastal wetlands in Louisiana. This recommendation is 
based on high landowner receptiveness rankings and wetland 
determination agency preferences for SCS (NRCS). The 
opinions held by landowners in other coastal and non­
coastal parishes and pertinent non-government organizations 
would be needed prior to making any final policy changes.
4. With most landowners planning to maintain ownership of 
their coastal wetlands, future government assistance 
programs should focus on providing (1) tax breaks for 
voluntary wetland conservation projects implemented, and 
(2) direct wetland restoration funds made available to 
landowners. This recommendation is based on high landowner 
preferences for these two government assistance program 
options.
5. Large and St. Bernard landowner-oriented government 
assistance program options should include the availability 
of permanent conservation easements paying fair market 
value in exchange for development rights. This 
recommendation is based on large and St. Bernard landowner 
support for permanent easements.
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6. Outright government purchase of private wetlands 
paying fair market value should not be pursued as a 
priority landowner-oriented government assistance program 
option in coastal Louisiana. This recommendation is based 
on low preference rankings for the government purchase 
option and strong evidence that Louisiana landowners plan 
to maintain their wetland ownership in the future.
7. With oil and gas exploration and production perceived 
as the most important current and future revenue source for 
coastal landowners, and non-consumptive tourism enterprises 
considered the least important, an increased educational 
focus should be directed toward helping coastal landowners 
recognize the economic potential of non-consumptive 
tourism-related business enterprises. Increased landowner 
awareness of nature-based tourism attractions, such as 
birdwatching, nature trails, nature photography, boating 
(boat riding), and storytelling, will be critical to 
economic diversification and sustained economic growth in 
coastal Louisiana.
A tourism-oriented educational program for landowners 
should be designed by a legislatively authorized inter­
agency task force. Task force representation should 
include Louisiana universities; the Department of Culture, 
Recreation and Tourism; the Louisiana Department of 
Wildlife and Fisheries; the Louisiana Sea Grant College 
Program; the Louisiana Landowners Association; the
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Louisiana Police Jury Association; the Louisiana Municipal 
Association; and the LSU Agricultural Center's Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service (LCES). Further study as to 
why coastal landowners do not see non-consumptive tourism- 
related enterprises as being important would be a crucial 
first step in the development of an effective educational 
program. Because of their extensive experience conducting 
landowner-oriented educational programs throughout the 
state, the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service should 
be given the primary responsibility for implementing the 
education program once it is fully developed. The 
researcher further recommends that a formative evaluation 
program be implemented to assure sustained program success.
8. With the majority of small landowners not allowing 
commercial hunting enterprises, educational programs are 
needed that emphasize the economic potential of waterfowl 
hunting opportunities in coastal Louisiana, An effective 
educational program could be designed through a coordinated 
effort between the LDWF and LCES. Program components 
should include business management, liability insurance 
needs, marketing, waterfowl management, state and federal 
regulations, and hospitality training. With its extensive 
parish network, LCES should take the lead in the 
implementation of this educational effort. Periodic 
program evaluation, including landowner surveys and
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commercial business enterprise inventories, would also be 
essential to program improvement and sustained success.
9. With oil and gas exploration and production considered
the land use most potentially harmful to wetlands,
environmental policy should continue to focus on minimizing 
potential oil and gas impacts in the Louisiana coastal 
zone. Federal (COE) and state (DNR) agencies responsible 
for wetland permitting should incorporate permit 
requirements that assure that all impacts associated with 
permitted activities are completely mitigated. Additional 
research substantiating the effectiveness of mitigation 
programs will be essential to adequately addressing the 
remediation of impacts caused by permitted activities.
10. Coastal parishes should consider revenue raising
options that are not directly tied to surface wetland use
values (land values determined by surface-related annual 
income). This recommendation is based on the low annual 
per acre gross surface-related revenue reported by coastal 
landowners. Alternative revenue raising options that may 
be considered include increased oil and gas severance 
taxes, elimination of the ten-year tax exemption for new or 
expanded business investments, and/or elimination of the 
homestead exemption (the first $75,000 of a primary 
homestead * s value is exempt from local property taxes).
With landowners expecting oil and gas exploration and 
production to be the most important wetland revenue source
201
today and in the future, revenue needed for the provision 
of local government services may best be provided through 
this industry. Further research may be needed, however, to 
better identify alternative revenue-raising options not 
linked to traditional wetland uses.
11. Wetland policy in Louisiana should directly address 
concerns associated with the loss of private property 
rights. This recommendation is based on the strong 
landowner perceptions associating wetland regulatory policy 
with a "takings" under the 5th Amendment of the 
Constitution. Policy alternatives that may address 
landowners' concerns about loss of private property rights 
include innovative incentive-based programs such as the 
Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) (a type of permanent 
conservation easement). Through a WRP contract landowners 
are paid market value for their land in exchange for a 
permanent conservation easement that assures that important 
wetland functions and values are provided in perpetuity. 
Other non-regulatory incentive-based programs include (1) 
tax-breaks for landowner-initiated wetland restoration 
initiatives, and/or (2) the initiation of a landowner 
conservation credit program, whereby landowners who invest 
in wetland conservation projects on their land are given 
habitat credits that can be sold or traded to other wetland 
permit applicants whose actions will lead to a net loss of 
wetland functions and values. Federal and/or state
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permitting agencies would have to assure that all habitat 
credit producing conservation projects are maintained into 
the future.
12. Wetland policy in Louisiana should continue to address 
concerns associated with coastal erosion. This 
recommendation is substantiated by the high erosion-caused 
wetland loss rates and the low wetland quality rating 
reported by many coastal landowners. This is especially 
true in St. Bernard Parish where landowners reported the 
highest regional wetland loss, the most frequent listed 
coastal erosion concerns, and the lowest parish wetland 
quality rating. Additionally, a high proportion of the 
overall issues/needs listed by landowners included coastal 
erosion related concerns. Landowner support for coastal 
restoration in Louisiana seems to be high; however, a 
special effort must be made to protect private property 
rights through incentive-based government assistance 
programs.
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Landowners’ Perspectives Related 
To Wetland Regulatory Policy In 
Coastal Louisiana
QUESTIONNAIRE
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I'leuse .iihwui these questions about wvlland ie jiit.iliit\ policy and mnnacviiionl 
ilk' informal ion collected will he extremely lit- Ip! ul to pul it y makct s e\ a hint m g  
current and Ititure wetland polity in Louisiana and I lit1 nation Additionally. 
issues and cnnL'cms expressed will provide niueli needed dir eel ion that will 
allow- wetland regulatory agencies to identity problem aieas a ml assist in 
improving policy decisions.
A. Questions related to wetlands permitting:
1 How- would you rate the federal Section 404 wetland perm ill i rip proeiam, 
currently administered by the U S Arms t ' o r p s  ot I ngmecrs, that oversees 
dredge and (ill aeuvines in all weilands oi ihe I 'tilled Slates f (check one I
1 very poor
2. less than adequate
V adequate
4. mote than adequate
V excellent
h not lamihar with the program
2 How would sou rate the stale Coastal /one Management wetland permitting 
program, administered by the Louisiana Uepartment ol Natural Resources, that is 
responsible lor reviewing and (rerunning all activities in the Louisiana coastal 
/one 1 tclieck one!
I. verv poor
2 less than adequate 
.V adequate
 4 more than adequate
,V excellent
fi not familiar with the program
* a Have sou or youi company esei .ipplied toi a rederal Section 404 wetland 
permit ' (check one)
scs (continue w till question L p.iitb ■ no (skip to question ft i i
b Have sou oi ymi eotlipaiis esei had a federal Section III) petiml apple adon 
denied ’ (check i me I
ses no
s
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• a I f.n a \ | I U  or \  I oinpuns i- v t1 f applied I "I a state ( '■ <a a a I / <  me  
M .iMui.Vincilt CnaO.i: I si- Peinill 'lelievk one i
yes (continue sshIi question 4. purll>) no (skip to question #5 i
I h Hose you or your company over had ;i state Coastal Zone Management - 
Coastal Use Permit denied'’ (chock one)
yes no
■s What ilo you teel is (In most imjioMant piohlem associated \i iihohiamme .i 
Section 401 permit iioni the U.S. Anus Corps <>l l.nemecis ' teheek one)
1 Cost of permit process too limit 
2. Dclaj s in obtaining a decision
V Cost o! requirements associated ssith approved [sennit prohihihsc 
4 Project modifications ilemainleil In pemul aecucy nm teasihle
s Other (please speedy)___________________________________
0 What do you feel o the most important prohlem associated sviih ohluminj: a 
Coastal Zone Management Coastal Use I’eimit from the I otiisian.i Depart mem
01 Manual Resources* (cheek one i
I Cost of permn proeess too hifjh 
2. Delays in ohiaimnj; -I decision
* Cost of requirements associated with approved [vtniii pioluhilne
4 Project modifications demanded In pernui ayeiiis not feasible
5 Other (please specify) ___________________________________
7 Who do you think should Iv the federal ayeik \ respoiisihle lor sselland 
pcrmmmj!' (check one)
1 Ianirontnental Prolectton A penes tl-l’Ai
2 ICS Aims Corps ol p.npmects iCt )i )
V Soil Corisers .ilion Ser \ ace l S( S I 
1 I ish and WiMlitc Sci s ice 11 WS i
S Naltonal Mamie l islieiics Service rNMI Si 
(' < >lhci Iplease '■pceits l
S D o  \  m i  I II I nk I h a l l  l i e  fed era l -Sci  non 41) 1 c l  l a n d  j>er c i i l n i m  p i . n ’ l a m  s i n  ' l i l d  
he mo  \ cd 1(0111 tcdei a I author its I l l a u  adi l iun - leicd In  the I ' S \ i  ill s t 'ol ps ot 
I n c i nee i s I to si ale mil l ion is 1 I clici k one I
s e s i i  o i i t n m e  ss i t h  ( t u e s t i o n  « V )
.1
n o  i -k .111 t o  i p i e s l i o t i  f f l l l )
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o  I t  y cs. vi hi  ■ J i ' \  i ■«! I :. n> ' I  i. -i. I - i b e  I I k '  ( ' I  m n. i i  v s i .  i t e  a i v  i i v r es p .  ■ ■ i o | v  11 u 
S e c t i o n  t l ) }  w e l l a r i d  |'L , i n I I I I I I  e i liwk o n e  I
_l Department of Natural Resources - Coastal Management Division
2. Louisiana Department ol Wildlife and Fisheries 
.1. Louisiana Department of environmental Quality
4. Louisiana Department of Agriculture ami t oresii>
5. Louisiana Do part men! ol Health anil Hospitals 
h Other (please specify)..
B. Questions related to wetlands definition 
and delineation:
Ilf Who ilo you think should he the primary federal agency responsible lor 
determining il an area r a wetland or not2 (cheek one)
I. environmental Protection Agency llil’A)
2 Army Corps ol Lngineers (COL)
V Soil Conservation Set vice (SCSI 
4 hish and Wildlife Scmve (l;WS)
S. National Marine I ishenes Set vice tNMIS) 
h (filter (please specify t
1 I Rank each ol ilte ihtee wetland characteristics below .ucotdmp io voui 
opinion ol then importance in determining if an area is a wetland, with 1 most 
important and 4--least important.
Hydric soil (wetland soil)
Hydrophytic vegetation (wetland vegetation)
Wetland hydrology (days land is saturated or coveted by walci)
C. Questions pertaining to landowner perceptions of 
wetland regulatory agencies:
12. Rank the follow ing federal regulatory agencies regarding how receptive 
they are towards private wetland landowners’ goals and objectives ipl.icv a I Iw 
the most receptive federal agenvv, a 2 by the nest most lesvpuvc aperies, etc , 
down m  a s Iw ihc least receptive agency i
I '.in io in menial Pi old I ion -\genc v (Id’A i 
l isli a n d  Wildlde S c i s k c  iIAVSi 
Soil ( i inset \ at i >11 Set vice i SCS I 
A i i  in Cot ps ol | ■ ng nicer s r (  ( )l i 
National Mai me I nliei u’s Set vice I NMLS i
4
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1 '  R a n k  1 h i -  lnllnuir: ■ s t a t e  repiilainix uecik'icx rc '.udiu e how rvicplnc lhc\ 
.lie towaids private coaxial wetland landowners' poals and nhjccttvcx. (place a I 
hy the nu>>t receptive stale agency, a 2 hy the next most receptive anency. etc . 
ill ami m a y  hy the least reeeplive agency)
Me par l men l ol Natural Resources - Coastal Management D m  sum 
tl)NR CMI>)
Department ol I aiv iron menial Quality (DPQt 
Department ol Wildlife and I'tshcries (l.DWI )
Department of Agriculture and Forestry 
Department of Health and Hospitals (DI1H)
D. Questions related to wetland functions:
14 Please rank these nine wetland functions according to their importance to 
you as a landowner or land manager (place a I hy the most important, a 2 In 
the next most important, etc . down to a 4 hy the least important)
Non eonsumptiv e tom ism related activities i example hndwatshme)
(ii ound water techarge
Si or m surge prolee I ion (hurricane protection)
Pollution filtration icleanmp water)
W 11d111e hahir.it 
Kndangcred species liahiial 
fish and slielltish hahuat 
llnod control
I rosnin conin>1
15 Please rank these ten wetland uses as to then potential lor hatmm*’ xxctland 
(place a I hy the most harmlul. a 2 hy (he next most harmful, etc , down in alt) 
hy the least harmful)
Inestock production 
commercial fishmu 
lur trapping 
nvrealional fishing 
alligator huntrno 
w atei low I liuiiimc
,l;’l k M111J1.11 Cti 'P ptodlk Ill'll
ml and pas exploiation and pmdik tiou
non , oiisumpl m- loin i sin related :c l n ines ism Ii .n h udw at, lime or 
s ampin)1 i
II mi n u I [me i m.u i ne I nil oi shr mip lar mine i i a mar sh ein n onmenl I
5
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E. Questions related to coastal wetland-related 
economic decisions:
Ifi. Please rank these ten wet I and-related revenue sources as to their importance 
to you or your land company today, (place a 1 by the most important revenue 
source, a 2 by the next most important revenue source, etc., down to a 10 by the 
least important revenue source)
fur trapping
waterfowl hunting leases 
oil and gas exploration and production 
commercial fishing 
recreational fishing 
_ alligator burning 
_ livestock production 
_ agricultural crop production 
, mar icull ure
non consumptive tourism-related bustne ss oiilcrpjist's
17 Please rank these ten wetland related revenue uses as to (heir future 
importance on your wetlands (place a 1 by the most important future revenue 
source, a 2 by die next most important future revenue source, etc . down m  a M) 
hy the least important future tevenue source)
livestock production 
fur trapping 
commercial fishing 
recreational lislnng 
_ mancuhure
non consumptive tourism-related business ciilcjpnscs
alligator hunting
crop production
waterfowl hunting leases
oil and gas exploration and production
IS What is yom estimate of the |kt acre yearly gioss revenue obi.nned oil the 
surface of y our wetlands 1 oh i in u counting oi I and gas resci v es, i mint total 
ve.ulv revenue |vr acre lor cattle production, tin sales, alligator hide sales, 
hunting and fishing leases. eK I (check the nppiupM.itc .mswei)
no te venue collected cynil .UK) ,V t aeie
less than SfK pet acre x, mo |H., jK lt.
S I I Sll |x't acic 
Ss I 100 |K’i ,k re 
SIO) 200 pei acre
f)
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I1). What potential gnvernmonl .isMst.ma’ piogrnuis Im coastal w el land land 
mini'll dn you picloi 1 (place .1 I hy I tic must prctcuvd. a 2 hy die noxi tiii 
|nclcrrcJ, cicdown to ;i 5 by the least preferred)
tax. breaks for voluntary wetland conservation projects implemented 
long term government casements paid on wetland acreage in exchange 
for development restrictions (such as the Waterlandx Program)
 permanent government easement paid on wetland acreage in exchange
lor development restrictions (such as the Wetland Reserve Program) 
direct wetland restoration funds made available to landowners 
...  outright government purchase of private wetlands at fair market value
20. Would you favor permanent government conservation easements paying tan 
market value to wetland landowners m exchange tor development rights'? 
(landowner would keep hunting, fishing and grazing rights under a permanent 
easement?) (cheek appropriate answer)
yes no
21 Wtiai future plans do you have for the wetland acreage you own 1 icheck 
one)
maintain ownership
sell at fair market value it a purchaser can he found 
enroll land in a long-term or permanent easement program at tan 
market value 
other (please specify)
22. How economically important do you see non-consumptive tourism related 
uses (lor example hirdwatclnng, nature lours, naluie photography, wildlife 
viewing, etc.) lie mg to wetland landowners m die future? (Check one)
extremely important 
very important 
important 
slighlly important 
not import,ml
2) How economically important do vou see wnlcitowl hunting lease oppouuni 
lies Ivin;1 to wetland landowners in the tuiuic'’ (check one I
evtiemely important 
very niipoiiant 
impoiinui 
slighlly mipim.ml 
Hot important
7
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.’ l Mow economically imp*»i'[.inr *1** y o n  see Mu 11.ippiu y  I v n m  i■ ■ w c i l a n d  
landowners in the lututc 7 (check one)
extremely important 
very important 
important 
shyhtly mi|Kirtani 
no! important
2?. Mow economically important do you see oil and pas exploration beiny to 
wetland landowners in the future? (cheek one!
extremely mtporlanl 
very important 
iniportant 
shyhtly important 
not miporiani
2b Mow economically important ilo you see rnaneuliure ulie commercial 
proiluctiou o| marine lish. crahs or shrimp m impoundments or cayes in or near 
wetlands) l>emy to wetland landowners m (he future'.’ (check one)
extremely important 
very miporiani 
important 
shyhtly miporiani 
not important
27 Mow economically import am do you see recreational Ii slimy related 
business enterprises (lor example xvllmy fi shiny permits) be my lo wetland 
landowners in the luture? (check one)
extremely important 
very miporiani 
important 
sliyhtly miporiani 
not important
2H | to vou 111111k i iincrit th.it wetland iceulatoiy polic e m  the' I'.S mas lx' 
appto.ii In n c' a "tukmys" 11 he t.ikmy ol pioale piopvm without | i o t  competisa 
lioiiinndei the l^li Amendment ot the t 'oiistiiutmn 1 Icliec k one)
\ e s  n o  d o n ' t  k n o w  t n o i  s m e
s
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2 0  a H o w  i n . i i ) >  a c r e s  o l  w  e t l u n < h  d.  > ■ >u < iw i< m  m a n a g e ’
UCICS
Ii H o w  m a n y  a c r e s  o f  w e t l a n d s  l i a v c  y o u  l o c i  i l u c  t o  c i o m u i i ,  etc ’ 
acres
10. What ty|>e ol wetlands do you own or manage 1 (check all dial apply)
bottomland hardwood forests 
freshwater swamps 
freshwater marsh 
brackish marsh 
non wetland coastal ridge 
farmed wetlands 
other (p I ease de sc r i he)
11 How would you classify the overall ijuahty or condition of the wetlands you 
own or manage hased on overall vegetative health and stability. erosion control, 
saltwater mtrusjon control, etc ’ (check one)
very poor 
somewhat poor 
got >d
very good 
excellent
12. Would you favor or oppose the location ol a wildlife refuge ad|acenl to vout 
property?
favor
oppose
.1.1. Would you favor or oppose the location of a wildlife refuge in the parish 
where your wetlands arc located,>
fas or 
oppose
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.14 Which ol these aciisities do you allow mi your wetland 
prii|wriy ’ (check appropriate category for each activity)
Do not 
Allow allow
a. sport hunting 
b commercial hunting
(hunting clubs, leased land, |
leased blinds) I <
c. tur trapping j
d alligator hunting 1
e recreational lislnng j
t. commercial fishing
.15. Do you live in a pajtsh where you own w cl lands ’ (check one) 
yes no
l(t Do sou lisv m I mnsiana ' (check one! 
yes no
17 What do you beliese ate (he most important issues and/or needs lacing 
private sseilaml landowners in Louisiana1
[ f  you w ould  lik e  a sum m ary  o f  the results o f this ■ nvestigation  
please check the l*o \ below ;
10
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Please return the completed survey to.
Paul Cored  
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service 
P.O. Box 25100  
Baton Rouge. Louisiana 
70894-5100  
504-388-4141
^ -----    J)
Made available hy :
Paul Coreil, Area Agent 
Wetland and Coastal Resources
Louisiana State University Agricultural Center, H R oljsc Cafley, Chancellor 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, Bruce Flint Vice Chancellor and Director
Issued in furtherance of Cnopomlive f xteusinn work At. Is of Congress ol May B and Juno 
at). mi-1, in cooperation with the United Staler. Department nt Agriculture The Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service provides eijual opportunities in programs and employment
I I
LOUISIANA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 
LSU AGRICULTURAL CENTER  
P.O. BOX 25100
BATON ROUGE, LA. 70894-5100
Paul Coreil
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
LSL Agricultural Center
P.O. Box 25100
Baton Rouge. Louisiana
70894-5100
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L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y
^ A g ric u ltu ra l Center
)J  I  o u i s t a n a  C o o p c t a t i v e  t  i t e n s * o n  S n v i c e
[1'1>J i"jJ j 4 ’  4 ' i u i . ,: 'r
I >c,u St liein.itd Panxb Wetland I aildiiwncr
Welland policy ;inii management dot is ions haw become extremely j ni [k i r t n t to St lieriiard 
Parish landowners in recent years. Wetland landowners are in the unique [xisition to understand 
Holland issues and help develop suitable wetland policies lor this reason, the 1 -SI 1 Agricultural 
Center’s louisiana Cooperative I-jticnxion Service is gathering St. hernard Parish landowners' views 
on wetland regulatory policy and wetland management needs and priorities The information 
obtained through this effort will provide valuable information that will be extremely beneficial to 
decision makers res|>onsihle for evaluating and improving state and national wetland regulatory police 
Additionally, issues and concerns expressed by landowners will allow wetland regulatory agencies to 
identity problem aicax and assist in the identification of improved |>o)ivv actions
You aie one of a small number of St. Ilernard Parish wetland landowners selected io assist 
in gathering this information Your views will be obtained through the completion of the specially 
designed questionnaire enclosed with this letter, filling out the questionnaire should take less than 
11 minutes of your lime, however, your views will be critical to the success of the investigation. For 
the results to accurately ruptescnt the views of all landowners, it is extremely important that each 
questionnaire be completed and returned. Pie paid postage and my tclum add l ess  ate alieady posted 
on the back of the questionnaire for your convenience. Please complete all of the questions on the 
enclosed questionnaire and return it by simply stapling or (aping it closed and dropping it in the mail
All tesjxinses will remain completely confidential I ach quest ion nan c Ii.ls an identification 
men tier that will enable us to check your name off the list ol selected landowners so we can iderililv 
those tewponding. All of the information will lie summarized without your name Ixung associated with 
nnv responses
[I you ate interested in ICeviung a sumir, uv ol the icsiillx please clunk the box at the end 
ol the questionnaire. A copy of the summaiv repot I will then be mailed to you when tin1 
irneMig.uion is eomplelc.
if you have any questions, please leel free to contact me in baton linage at (.YU) IMS 27f.n 
or call the St, Itemard Parish County Agent at f.YM)27S 42bl Youi ini|xer.ition in this study is 
greatly appieeialed and will ho tmjioiiant to tlexelopnient ol suitable wetland reeiil,tints police in 
I oiuslaiia and the nation
Sin. or el,.
I'.ml I , .Ii ll 
A l e . i  A c . ' l i l
I W e l l  m d  a r i d ...................   l \
I .1,1110
Appendix C. First follow-up post card.
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I ouisinnn Stale University
Agricultural C e n t e r
t mio.une Cooperative extension Service
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service 
LSU Agricultural Center 
R 0  Bos ?SHK)
R at on f vn nj e .  I A  70H'i.l St(K)
A t t n :  We t I a n i l  1 . . i f n l i  'v n e  r
T ins is just a friendly reminder requesting tliat you compete and return your 
wetland landowner questionnaire immediately It you need anottier questionnaire 
please give me n call at (604) 366 ?3C6 II you Itave already com|itetrxl and 
returned ttie questionnaire, I would like to thank you for your cooperation in 
th is  very iiupirtant study
Sincere ly . . /
Paul Corolt, Aroa Agent 
(W H Ia rK i a n d  C o a s ta l R o s o ik < <v,)
Appendix D Second follow-up letter.
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L o u is ia n a  S ta le  U n iv e rs ity
Agricultural Center
L o u is ia n , !  C o o p e r  a liv e  E ( te n s io n  S e rv ic e
|SlX| Hsft A
To: St . t)ern.iid Parish Wetland Landowner 'm r‘-«i
lie: Wetland Landowner Questionnaire - REMINDER
Dear Wetland Landowner:
A tew weeks ago you received a letter and a specially designed 
questionnaire from the LSU Agricultural Center's Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service requesting your views on wetland 
regulatory policy and wetland management needs and priorities. As 
of this date we have not received your completed questionnaire. 1 
would like to re-emphas i ?.c that the information obtained through 
this effort will be extremely beneficial to decision-makers 
responsible for evaluating and improving state and national wetland 
rogu1 atory policy.
As indicated in the previous letter, St. Bernard Parish is one 
ol only three Louisiana parishes participating in the study, 
therefore, it is extremely important that we obtain your input. 
Filling out the questionnaire should take less than 15 minutes of 
your time, however, the information obtained will bo critical. For 
the results to accurately represent the views of all randomly 
selected landowners, it is extremely important that each 
questionnaire be fully completed and returned immediately. Pre­
paid postage and a return address is already posted on the back ol 
the questionnaire for convenient return mailing. After completing 
the questionnaire, simply seal or staple the booklet closed and 
drop it in the mail, A self-stick seal is attached for your 
convenience.
All responses will remain completely confidential to protect 
individual landowners' viewpoints. Information obtained from the 
study will then be summarized and presented in a written report. 
Copies of the summary report will be provided to all interested 
parties and key policy-makers.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
me in Baton Rouge at (504) 388-2266 or call the St, Bernard Parish 
County Agent's Office at (504) 278-4234. Your cooperation in this 
study will help develop suitable wetland policy in St. Bernard 
Parish, the state of Louisiana, and the nation.
Thank you (or promptly responding.
c |  e  1 y  ,
P . ii. 1 C o t  i l l
At i -.1 Audit (w< t 1 and and coast a 1 Resource:.)
Appendix E . Third follow-up letter.
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L o u i s i a n a  S l a l f  U n i v e r s i t y
Agricultural Center
l .o u t s ra n . i  C o o p e r a l i v f *  E v le n s io n  S e rv ic e
>-Fl 4 14 1 
i ,t> r- * 2j >
Tn: S(. Itcriuud  i*aristi W etland Landowner
Re; W etlan d  Landow ner Questionnaire - L A S T  N  O  T  I  C  II
Dear VVolland la in  downer:
A few w c k s  ago you received a socond I f i t  it  and questionnaire from  the L S I! 
A g ricu ltu ra l (.'enter's I Louisiana Cooperative Kxtcnsion S en  ice requesting your views on 
wetland regulatory policy and w etland management needs and priorities  in St. llc rnard  
Parish. As o f this date we have not received your completed questionnaire. I would like 
to re-em phasize that this w ill be your la st and possibly best opportu n ity to provide input 
toward im proving  state and national wetland policies which are now under review. W e need 
your input!
As indicated in the previous two letters, St. llc rnard  Parish is one o f only three 
lo u is ia n a  parishes p artic ip a tin g  in  the study, therefore, it is extrem ely im p o rtan t that we 
obtain your views. A ll responses w ill rem ain completely confidential to protect individual 
landowners’ viewpoints. Please complete the questionnaire and drop the postage-paid  
questionnaire booklet in the m ail. Copies o f the study report w ill be provided to all 
interested parlies.
I f  you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me in baton Rouge at 
<?o4) 388-2266 or call the St. llc rn ard  Parish County Agent's Office at (504) 278-4244, This 
will lie your last opportun ity  to help develop suitable wetland policy in St. Ile rn ard  Parish, 
the state of L iu is ia n a , and the nation.
Thank you for promptly responding.
Sincctely,
I ' . m l  ( o l  t i l ,  \ i  i ,i A g e n t  
I V \  , [ l i  l L11 (O ld  t 0 . 1 s t , l l  R i  s o l l i  u  s I
Appendix F Final thank you postcard.
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Agricultural C e n t e r
t oui!>i.md Coopoiiiliuo E. if tension Si’rwico
I ouisiand S lale Univetsity
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
LSU Agricultural Center
P.O. Box 25100
Baton Rouge, LA 70694-5100
Dear Wetland Landowner:
Thank you for responding to the wetland landowner survey. We appreciate your 
responses and comments. A summary of the wetlands study findings will be avai­
lable to all participants later this spring. If you are interested In receiving a copy 
of the study results, and did not, so Indicate on your returned survey, please call 
my office in Baton Rouge at (504)368-2266. Again, thank you for your participation
t ( (^ "1^ . -j 
Paul Corell, Area Agent
(Wetland and Coastal Resources)
Appendix G. Comparison of respondent and non-respondent
wetland regulatory policy perceptions.
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Questions i, 2, 12, 13 and 19; t-test comparisons.
Question
Respondent Non-Respondent
T- Statisticn Mean SD n Mean SD
1 201 2.09 0.94 17 1.82 0.39 12.14**
2 191 2.23 0.93 17 2.29 0.47 14.74**
12a 153 3.94 1.30 17 4.41 0.51 2.41*
12b 157 2.73 1. 30 17 2.47 0.51 1. 30
12c 155 1.92 1.24 17 1.00 0.00 10.32**
12d 157 2.97 1.47 17 2.53 0.51 2.21*
I2e 154 4.05 1. 00 17 4.59 0.51 2.81*
13a 151 2.70 1.42 17 1. 53 0.72 5.17**
13b 150 3.63 1.19 17 4.24 0.44 3.32**
13C 154 2 .44 1. 26 17 2 .47 0.80 -0.12
13d 154 2. 33 1.23 17 2.00 0.71 1.49
13e 146 4 .13 1.28 17 4.77 0.43 3.42**
19a 165 2.30 1.42 17 1.41 0.51 4.51**
19b 151 2.96 1.67 17 3.00 0.00 -0.46
19c 153 3.28 1.27 17 4.00 0.00 7.89**
19d 166 3.34 1.32 17 1.59 0.51 3.85**
19e 157 3.8 1.64 17 5.00 0.00 11.70**
* p =.05
** p =.01
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Questions 3, 4, 8, 20, 32 and 33; chi-square comparisons.
Question
Respondent Non-Respondent
Chi-Square p
Total
n
Yes 
n / %
No 
n / %
Total
n
Yes 
n / %
No 
n / %
Q33 196 123/62.80 73/37.20 17 15/88.20 2/11.80 4.45 0.04
Q8 187 125/66.80 62/33.20 17 15/88.20 2/11.80 3.31 0.07
Q4a 180 48/26.70 132/73.30 17 6/35.30 11/64.70 0.58 0.45
Q20 198 74/37.40 124/62.60 16 5/31.20 11/68.80 0.24 0.63
Q32 195 115/59.00 80/41.00 17 9/52.90 8/47.10 0.23 0.63
Q3b 59 24/40.70 35/59.30 6 3/50.00 3/50.00 0.19 0.66
Q3a 191 58/30.40 133/69.60 17 6/35.30 11/64.70 0. 18 0.67
Q4b 58 10/17.20 48/82.80 6 1/16.70 5/83.30 0.001 0.97
Degrees of freedom= 1 for all questions. 232
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Question 5; Chi-square comparison.
Primary Problem with Obtaining Respondent Non-Respondent 
Federal Section 404 Permit n/% n/%
Coat of Permit Process too High 8/5.20 0/6.00
Delays in Obtaining a Decision 58/37.70 12/70.60
Cost Requirements are Prohibitive 15/9.70 1/5.90
Project Modifications Not Feasible 12/7.00 0/0.00
Other 61/39.60 4/23.50
Total 154 n
Chi-Square= 7.55, df=4, p=.11.
Question 6; Chi-square comparison.
Primary Problem with Obtaining La. 
Coastal Zone Mgmt-Coastal Use Permit
Respondent
n/%
Non-Respondent 
n/%
Cost of Permit Process too High 10/6.30 0/0.66
Delays in obtaining a Decision 52/32.90 12/70.60
Cost Requirements are Prohibitive 11/7.00 0/0.00
Project Modifications Not Feasible 21/13.30 0/0.00
Other 64/40.50 5/29.40
Total 158 17
Chi-Square= 10.96, df=4, p=.03.
Question 9; Chi-square comparison.
state Agency Responsible for Respondent Non-Respondent 
Federal Section 404 Permitting n/% n/%
La. Dept, of Natural Resources 59/45.80 14/93.30
La. Dept, of Wildlife & Fisheries 23/17.80 0/0.00
La. Dept, of Environmental Quality 7/5.40 0/0.00
La. Dept of Agriculture & Forestry 25/19.40 1/6.70
La. Dept of Health £ Hospitals 0/0.00 0/0.00
Other 15/11.60 0/0.00
Total 129 15
Chi-Square= 12.44, df=5, p=.05.
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Question 10; Chi-square comparison.
Primary Federal Agency Responsible 
for Wetland Determination
Respondent
n/%
Non-Respondent
n/%
Environmental Protection Aqency 15/7.90 0/0.00
Army Corps of Engineers 40/21.10 2/ll.80
Soil Conservation Service (NRCS) 85/45.10 15/88.20
Fish ft Wildlife Service 23/12.20 0/0.00
National Karine Fisheries Service 1/1.00 0/0.00
Other 24/12.70 0/0.00
Total 188 17
Chi-Square= 12.30, df=5, p-.03.
Question 7; Chi-square comparison.
Federal Agency Responsible Respondent Non-Respondent 
For Wetland Permitting n/% n/%
Environmental Protection Agency 15/8.20 0/0.00
Army Corps of Enqineers 44/24.10 2/l1.80
soil Conservation service (NRCS) 74/40.40 15/88.20
Fish ft Wildlife Service 22/12.00 0/0.00
National Karine Fisheries Service 2/1.10 0/0.00
Other 26/14.20 0/0.00
Total 183 17
Chi-Square= 15.04, df=2, p=.01.
Question 28; Chi-square comparison.
Current Wetland Regulatory Policy 
Approaching "Taking"
Respondent
n/%
Non-Respondent 
n/%
Yes 133/65.90 17/1.00
No 16/7.90 0/0.00
Don't know/Not Sure 53/26,20 0/0.00
Total 202 1?
Chi-Square= 8.48, df=2, p=.014.
Appendix H. Listed responses to questions having an "other" 
category selection.
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Question 5 responses:
Cameron Parish Respondents (n=19):
(Small)
1. Don't know = 6
2. Loss of private property rights = 5
3. Too much red tape = l 
(Large)
1. Loss of private property rights = 4
2. Monitoring requirements = l
3. Right of veto = 1
4. Attitude of personal = l
Terrebonne Parish Respondents (n=20):
(Small)
1. Don't know = 15
2. Too many agencies involved = 2
3. Agencies job is to deter you = 1
4. Didn't have problem = l
5. Apparent political influence in permit granting 
process = l
(Large)
No other responses clarified
St. Bernard Parish Respondents (n=22):
(Small1
1. Don't Know = 15
2. Loss of private property rights = 1
3. Mitigation requirements = l 
(Large)
1. Don't Know = 3
2. Loss of private property rights = 1
3. Too many agencies involved = 1
Question 6 responses:
Cameron Parish Respondents (n=19):
(Small)
1. Don't know = 8
2. Loss of private property rights = 6
3. Too much red tape = 1
4. Mitigation not fair = 1
5. Didn't have problem = 1
(Large)
1. Loss of private property rights = 4
2. Monitoring requirements too intensive = 1
3. Attitude of personal = l
Terrebonne Parish Respondents fn=15):
(Small)
1. Don't know = 14
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2. Apparent political influence in permit granting 
process = 1 
(Large)
No other responses clarified
St. Bernard Parish Respondents (n=26):
(Small)
1. Don't Know = 19
2. Don't need coastal management = 1
3. Loss of private property rights = 1
4. Mitigation = 1 
(Large)
1. Don't Know = 3
2. Too many agencies involved = l
Question 7 responses:
Cameron Parish Respondents (n=8);
(Small)
1. Landowner = 3
2. Parish/local entity = 2
3. Don't Know = 1
(Large)
1. State = l
2. Parish/local entity = l
Terrebonne Parish Respondents fn=ll):
(Small)
1. Don't Know = 4
2. None (no program needed) = 3
3. State = 1
4. Parish/local entity = 1
5. Does not matter as long as sensible approach is used= 1 
(Large)
1. DNR (with proper and reasonable guidelines) = 1
St. Bernard Parish Respondents (n=7):
(Small)
1. State = 2
2. None = 1
3. Landowner = 1
4. Don't Know = l 
(Large)
1. State = 1
2. Don't Know = 1
Question 9 responses;
Cameron Parish Respondents (n=4): 
(Small)
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1. Parish = 1
2. Landowner = 1
3. Don * t Know = l 
(Large)
1. Non-political combination agency established just for 
this purpose = 1
Terrebonne Parish Respondents (n=3):
(Small)
1. Don't Know = 2
2. Landowner = 1 
(Large )
No other response clarified
St. Bernard Parish Respondents (n=2):
(Small)
1. Landowner = 1
2. None needed = l 
(Large)
No other response clarified
Question 10 responses:
Cameron Parish Respondents (n=9):
(Small)
1. Landowner = 3
2. State agency = 1
3. Local entity = 1
4. None Needed = l
5. Don't Know = 1
(Larqej
1. State = 1
2. None Needed = l
Terrebonne Parish Respondents (n=9):
(Sma U I
1. None Needed = 3
2. Local entity = 2
3. Don't Know = 2
4. Landowner = 1
5. All of these agencies listed have narrow views = 1 
(Larq^l
No other response clarified
St. Bernard Parish Respondents (n=6):
(Small)
1. None needed = 2
2. Landowner = 2 
(Largg)
l. Appropriate one = 1
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2. None of the above = 1
Question 21 responses:
Cameron Parish Respondents (n=0):
No other responses clarified
Terrebonne Parish Respondents (n=4):
(Small)
1. Develop for recreation = 1
2. Oil Lease = 1 
(Large)
1. oil St gas development = 1
2. Control Erosion = 1
St. Bernard Parish Respondents (n=4): 
(Small)
1. Oil & gas development = 2
2. Highest and best use = l
(Large)
l. Don't know = 1
Question 30 responses:
Cameron Parish Respondents (n=l): 
(Small)
l. Don't Know = 1 
(Large)
No other responses clarified
Terrebonne Parish Respondents (n=7): 
(SfftaU )
1. Don't Know = 2
2 . Saltwater marsh = l
3. Coastal island = 1
(Large)
1. Saline marsh = l
2 . Intermediate marsh = l
3. Freshwater floating marsh = 1
St. Bernard Parish Respondents (n=9): 
(Small)
1. Salt marsh = 2
2 . Don't know = 2
3. Marshland = 1
4. River delta = 1 
(Large)
1. Salt marsh = 2
2 . Dumped-off land = l
Appendix I. Individual issues/needs listed by respondents 
to open-ended question according to sixteen researcher 
determined response categories.
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1.Coastal erosion problems fn=61):
Erosion (n=23).
Erosion control (n=4) .
Stop erosion (n=2).
Control erosion.
Conservation.
Need better hightide protection. Pump soil back 
into the Louisiana marsh inlets and outlets.
Coastal protection and erosion.
To find some way to stop erosion. Also stop all 
this pesticide spraying and let saltwater into kill 
the lilies. This has to harm fish and wildlife.
Prevent coastal erosion.
Erosion, erosion, erosion.
Restore coastal marshes.
Coastal erosion.
Prevent erosion.
Build up land so no more is lost.
Saving the wetlands.
Continued erosion of southern coastlines needs to 
be reversed.
Loss of wetlands.
Save land from washing away.
Coastal protection.
Loss of wetlands and cost of maintaining and/or 
preventing that loss.
Government is responsible for the erosion of the 
ship channels and levees.
Erosion of wetlands.
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Allow landowners to deposit soil by natural or 
mechanical means to replace the soil that has been 
eroded.
Loss of vegetation.
Government is cause of problem for allowing canals 
to continue erosion.
Loss of vegetation due to breaches in canal levees. 
Erosion is number one issue. 
start rebuilding barrier islands.
Stabilize barrier islands.
Erosion problems.
Erosion of boundaries facing a non-irrigatable 
stream.
Erosion- all government agencies talk and study but 
never do anything.
Erosion control methods.
Loss of wetlands is being accelerated by canals and 
waterways dug by the government and oil 
corporations. This large tidal flow needs to be 
slowed down.
Subsidence.
2.Private property rights (n=71):
Maintaining private use on the surface (n=4).
Property rights: by property rights I mean-over 
regulating common sense improvements and lack of 
compensation for devaluing our property if we did 
want to sell. And just outright taking of land by 
shutting down operations.
The right to secure and enhance your property and 
to maintenance them.
Agencies do not respect acknowledge or accept 
landowners time honored land management techniques.
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To strike a balance between the preservation of 
wetlands, wildlife and the encroachment of 
government upon our private property ownership 
rights.
Keeping control of their property. Getting the 
federal government to admit the mistakes of 
preventing the Mississippi from flooding and making 
them pay for projects such as fresh water 
diversion, rerouting the intercoastal, barrier 
island reconstruction and flood erosion control 
projects.
Being able to manage ones property as desired.
The most important issue to me is I cannot 
understand how the state can claim your property 
just because water has eaten up some of the 
property. It isn't fair and should not be allowed. 
It stinks, it feels like someone is stealing from 
poor people.
All the organizations are trapping to take over the 
authority of the landowners.
Taking by U.S. and federal agencies without 
consideration.
The landowner should have a big part in making 
decisions about their land. It shouldn't be 
government body to make this decision.
Recognition of property rights.
I started checking the answers to questions and 
decided to stop. I feel that there are numerous 
lands with wetland restrictions on them that 
definitely should not be. I think its totally 
ridiculous that the US (Army) Corps can come in and 
devaluate a person's property with some of the most 
absurd assessments that they make.
The ability to get development rights of property 
that the COE classifies as wetlands but that is 
only marginally wetlands. The COE has in effect 
destroyed our property and its value by creating 
MRGO and now they tell us that because they 
destroyed it, we can no longer develop it.
Trespassers.
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Property rights (please allow property owner the 
right to maintain our own property).
Less restrictions on private products.
Louisiana and government politics. No say so on 
your property.
Local and state government agencies should give the 
private landowner more control over their own land. 
We shouldn't have to get a permit to do any
building or digging on the land that we own and pay
taxes on.
Protection of the state's critical wetlands 
resource, without undue infringement on the rights 
of private landowners.
State or federal take over.
Holding on to their property.
Keeping ownership of my land.
No government or state takeover of my land. This 
land has been in my family for years.
I believe landowner should be able to do what they 
want with their land not the government telling
them what to do with it.
Less federal interventions - ESA .
Federal take over of wetlands.
Support for wetland maintenance without strings 
attached.
Do not support taking of land for wildlife habitat.
Maintaining ownership of property.
Ability to do what I want with my property.
To be compensated for land that has been declared 
wetlands and made unusable land that has been in a 
drainage district and under pumped for 30, 40 or 50 
years. (It) shouldn't be declared wetlands.
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The taking issue- wetland regulations are 
entirely too far reaching as general applied.
Less restrictions in the implementation of private 
projects.
Private property, bought and paid for, that taxes 
still have to be paid on.
Maintain private use.
Private rights of ownership over regulations of 
private property by government agencies.
Need to have more control of your private property.
Landowners do not have any say-so on their own 
property.
Freedom to control our own property.
The federal government telling us what we cannot do 
with our private property.
Control and maintain own property.
Keep government out.
Government interference in landowner rights. 
Government should get out of landowners rights. 
Government taking land.
Stop making absurd assessments of private property.
The landowners should be the sole boss of their 
land. The organization should not be allowed to 
tell the oil companies where they have to pass for 
their drilling and operating purposes. These 
groups are hurting the landowners and also having 
the oil companies move to other states. This is 
hurting our income on our land.
Taking issue-landowners should be compensated on 
providing for public good.
The federal government has destroyed value of 
wetlands by taking away our right of free use.
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Landowners should be paid for providing public 
good.
Taking property without compensation.
We have not received any compensation of land that 
is being controlled by the state but has been owned 
by my family for 100 years and still is owned.
owner property rights.
Be compensated for regulated land use.
Public intrusion. Governmental intrusion and 
regulations. Water bottom disputes with state.
Just compensation for their use if utilized by 
government.
Can't maintain or develop own property.
Possible loss of your wetlands without just 
compensation by the federal government.
Socialist policy of state and federal government to 
destroy private property ownership.
Less government control.
More landowner ideas and suggestions used and more 
control.
Let private owner manage his own property according 
to and with the soil conservation service.
Erosion of private property rights.
Less government.
Keep wetlands in the hands of the owners for 
management.
Landowner liability due to public access 
(recreation).
Ownership of marsh created by wetlands restoration 
projects.
3.Economic incentive programs needed fn=4):
Need tax breaks-high property taxes
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Developing economic incentives to own and manage 
their wetlands.
Needs to be more incentives for landowners to 
perforin restoration projects on their property such 
as (tax breaks, mitigation credits, etc.).
Improve our own property.
4.Hurricane protection/ flood control (n=9):
Storm surge protection.
Flood Control.
Lower the water and keep the locks open in the 
Mermentau Basin.
In my case, flood control is raising water levels 
to where oak ridge trees are being adversely 
affected- too much water is lowering acorn 
production that reduces wildlife food sources.
Marshes need better drainage. The alligator grass, 
water lilies and hyacinth are plugging up 
drainage.
I view ownership of wetlands like a stewardship, 
most damage comes from unwarranted, poorly 
controlled and politically motivated public works 
projects.
The most important problem is large corporations 
holding more water in the marsh than normal. This 
problem is creating more wetlands on land that 
otherwise would be dry during summer months. 
Whenever floodwaters drain down to the coast it 
creates flooding in urban areas due to the vast 
amount of water being held there. Our marshes are 
dying.
Should build a hurricane protection levee.
Build a levee around Gulf of Mexico side.
5.Saltwater intrusion/freshwater diversions fn=28): 
Saltwater intrusion (n=ll).
Saltwater should be allowed on wetlands instead of 
chemicals.
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Freshwater flooding projects to restore marshes. 
However, these projects may be ineffective due to 
land subsidence in coastal zone.
Tide control.
Stop flow of saltwater into marshes.
MRGO.
Close Mississippi river gulf outlet.
As much of our property is in and around MRGO it is 
apparent that steps to save wetlands are taking too 
much time- we lose 500 acres per year.
Gulf out has been a terrible tragedy for wetlands.
Marshes need to be fed by Mississippi river.
Freshwater in marsh.
Open Bonnet Carre spillway.
Re-feeding marshes with water from the Mississippi 
river.
Close ship channel.
Protection against to much salt water intrusion.
This large tidal flow needs to be slowed down.
Make proper drainage for saltwater.
A company cut my levee allowing saltwater into my 
water.
6.Ease permit restrictions (n=29):
Local and state government agencies should give the 
private landowner more control over their own land. 
We shouldn't have to get a permit to do any 
building or digging on the land that we own and pay 
taxes on.
Keeping the Corps of Engineers under surveillance 
and control. They are too big and powerful may go 
off half cocked.
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There needs to be a decrease in the amount of red 
tape and agencies a landowner must go through to 
obtain a permit.
Less restrictive regulations for landowner.
Bureaucratic red tape in saving wetlands.
The ability to manage property without unreasonable 
permit requirements.
Regulators give undue amount of concern to marine 
fishery resources which allow for continual coastal 
erosion due to lack of water level management.
To be compensated for land that has been declared 
wetlands and made unusable land that has been in a 
drainage district and under pumped for 30, 40 or 50 
years. (It) shouldn't be declared wetlands.
Not being able to improve and maintain our levees 
and property. We are not destroying but improving.
Favor less regulations by federal government.
Government is cause of problem for allowing canals 
to continue erosion.
An appeals process on property declared wetlands.
Reduce paperwork and red tape concerning wetland 
issues.
Governmental intrusion and regulations. Water 
bottom disputes with state.
To be able to do what you need to do without all 
the trouble of permits.
Non-understanding federal government.
Personnel not qualified.
Revision of clean water act.
Easier yet to get a permit to restore land that has 
started to erode.
Some reasonable interpretation of the permitting 
process involving landowners rights.
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Agency hardball attitude (USFWS EPA) permit 
process.
The ability to get development rights of property 
that the COE classifies as wetlands but that is 
only marginally wetlands. The COE has in effect 
destroyed our property and its value by creating 
MRGO and now they tell us that because they 
destroyed it, we can no longer develop it.
Present soil and water conservation and survey in 
1986 and were going to build dams etc. Got all 
permits and wrote a big book but never did 
anything.
Duplicative regulatory programs.
The section 4 04 and coastal use regulations are too 
generic. The regulations should be revised to 
incorporate the management techniques best suited 
for the marsh type (e.g. gap in spoilbanks are 
detrimental to a freshwater floating marsh, and 
should not be allowed).
But being stopped developing marsh protection and 
solid ground boundaries we will continue to lose 
valuable wetlands.
The permitting process is so painful and uncertain 
that people (would) just rather not buy wetlands.
Unreasonably high permitting fees.
Proposed classification of wetlands would adversely 
affect economic activity in our 3mm acre of 
wetlands.
7.Address negative oil and gas impacts (n=5):
Stop digging more canals.
Make oil companies liable for damage done by 
canals, drilling etc.
Oil field digging of canals should have been filled 
in when finished with. Also pollution from these 
same oil companies.
Damage done by on-shore and off-shore oil 
exploration.
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Loss of wetlands is being accelerated by canals and 
waterways dug by the government and oil 
corporation. This large tidal flow needs to be 
slowed down.
8.Wetland funding needed fn=4):
The time or money to do monitoring. This should be 
done by a designated agency.
Lack of government money and support for 
developing and improving our land such as walkways, 
proper drainage, as well as maintenance of levees.
More funding and protection of restoration 
projects.
In my case, flood control is raising water levels 
to where oak ridge trees are being adversely 
affected- too much water is lowering acorn 
production that reduces wildlife food sources.
9.Property tax issues fn=3):
Taxes when no income.
Maintain tax base for future generations.
High taxes.
10.Wildlife resource issues (n=2);
For me personally its a good viable fur market. 
Without a market your land is vulnerable to over­
population of animals resulting in eat-outs. After 
a piece of land is eaten out if a storm or 
hurricane comes threw the land is washed away.
Help all creatures that live there.
11.Promote positive oil and gas exploration fn=5);
It is hurting the oil and gas exploration.
Let oil and gas come in.
Make easier access for oil companies.
A consistent policy that takes into account the 
value of mineral rights and surface use.
Realistic incentives for domestic drilling but have 
to practice good conservation.
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12.Improve public policy fn=8):
Allow coastal parishes to issue permits on local 
maintenance of existing facilities and drain 
ditches.
Better enforcement of policy.
Drainage board members only care about their own 
property.
State personnel not qualified. Only care about 
their interest.
Need local officials making some of the smaller 
decisions.
State needs to be more cooperative with small 
landowners.
Ignorant politicians who don't even know the real 
definition of conservation.
That all reviewing agencies have to agree before a 
Corp. permit will be granted.
13.Need for better information (n=3):
Need to be more informed. Would appreciate an 
invitation to your meeting in Terrebonne parish 
when date is confirmed.
Where we can get information.
Information on protecting wetlands.
14.Address definition of wetland (n=4):
A reasonable wetlands definition is needed to free 
marginal wetlands and high and dry lands from 
unnecessary regulation.
Changes in the definition of what constitutes a 
wetland.
More flexibility in defining wetlands.
The correct definition of what is a wetland.
15.Better wetland management fn=7);
The government agencies are only studying not 
acting to save what we have left.
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Coming up with a workable program that can both 
satisfy the landowner and protect the environment.
To find some way to stop erosion. Also stop all 
this pesticide spraying and let saltwater into kill 
the lilies. This has to harm fish and wildlife.
The input through a committee on a level (of 
federal agency) so that we can get some help on 
property maintenance. We need to present our side 
at all times.
Restrict other states waste from being dumped on 
our state, particularly in lower Terrebonne parish, 
where the water table is very high.
Proper management by local, state, and federal 
agencies.
Reclaiming wetlands, pollution both agriculture and 
industrial.
16,Oyster lease concerns (n=2):
Oyster lease issued on private land.
Oyster leases blocking access to lands.
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